THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








» Vol. XXXI., No. 7. 


CASES REPORTED THIS WEEK. 


01: 4 Turner, In theGoods of .-++++++s00 112 
: In the Solicitors’ Journal. | Vernon v. Hallam........ss00-s-+02 111 
: ro.: Re. Covtven v. Carlyon .. oH 
>  -Coates ‘arsons, ‘ 1 
| Gox, Pavterson, & Co. v. Bruce & In the Weekly Reporter. 


108 | Bullock, In 
© Cunningham, Re 111 EEOC, 28 26 
" Falcke v. The Scottish Imperial As- aemenes s 
ae perence £0, Se | SA icensthininvectcleiadinn # 
eraare v. Eostowell | Fine Art Society v. Union Bank of 
* hd aM ., Sas | London ....-..- 114 
ver 0. ¥. GVO TN DOS. «eee 
» Margary and Another vy. Robinson 111 | Lea Prioss Ges Oo. v. Davis = 
Moore vy. Morton . . ......-««.-. 110 o 
Purrett and Green vy. The Duke of an ans 
— 112 


¥ Reg. on the Prosecution of J. 
‘ tchard) v. The Mayor and Cor- 
* poration of Bangor 108 
South Wales Mineral Railway Co. 
TE MEER couhcks- svec-c -cssen: 100 
The Birmingham and District Land 
Co. v. The London and North- 
Western Railway Co. .........se. 


Botiete, EM FO. w00ese0-ccceseree- ce If 

Reg. v. Judge of the City of Lon- 
Gee CeeG 05.6055 0vccccccenesas so 4 

Tyne Boiler Works Oo. v. Tyne- 
mouth Union : 110 


109 








| The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 11, 1886. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 
| Arrer tue nistve of the courts on the 21st inst., all the offices 
| of the Supreme Court will be closed from and including Friday, 
© the 24th inst., to and including Monday, the 27th inst. 





| Twe arrancements for the judge’s chamber work of Mr. 
» Justice Kay and Mr. Justice Srretine during the next sittings will 
| be as follows :—Mr. Justice Kay will sit in chambers on Tuesday 
| and Friday afternoons, and Mr. Justice Srrezine (sitting in court) 
© will take chamber work every Friday. 





We print elsewhere a letter with reference to the election under 

_ clause 6 of the Remuneration Order which furnishes a very im- 
> portant contribution to the discussion on the subject which has 
) taken place in our columns. It was taken for granted in Re Allen 
(ante, p. 78) that notice of election to charge on the old system, 
given in writing to the Jessor, was a sufficient notice under the 
‘elause. And in June, 1884, the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Bociety held (see Digest, p. 17) that ‘‘a lessor’s solicitor may and 
should, where he desires to elect under Schedule II., under clause 
6 of the Remuneration Order, give notice to the lessor as the client 
"under the rule; and a lessee entering into a contract for a lease 
“must be assumed to know this, and should inquire or stipulate if 
' he wishes to avoid paying under Schedule II.” We also came tothe 
conclusion that this is the proper construction of the Remuneration 
Order, for the reasons we gave last week, although we fully ad- 
/mitted the allegation of our esteemed correspondent “E. E. L.,” 
that common sense was against our view. Our correspondents ‘'S.,” 
"however, have now adduced a considerable authority in favour of 
| *E. E. L.’s” opinion. It appears.that in 1884 Master Sxrrrow, 
after consultation with other masters, decided that notice by the 
‘lessor’s solicitor to the lessor, without notice to the lessee, did not 
“make the Jeseee liable to more than the scale charges for lease and 
"counterpart. On inquiry we have been favoured with particulars 
from which it appears that in the case in question the lessor’s 
‘solicitor was not retained by the lessee to prepare the lease, and 
that the notice under clause 6 was given by the lessor’s solicitor 
to the lessor upon his being first instructed by the lessor, but 
"was not brought to the knowledge of tho lessee until the 
lease and counterpart had been exchanged. The case, in fact, 
is a direct decision by the masters in favour of “E. E. L.’s” 
‘view; and although we retain our opinion, and think that 
‘the decision is wrong on the construction of ,the Order, we 
suppose that, until the matter has come before a court for decision, 
‘the master’s opinion must be accepted as governing the practice. 
But if so another question arises. The decision appears to be only 
‘that ‘notice to the lessor without notice to the lessee” is not 
‘sufficient. Will notice to the lessee without notice to the lessor be 
‘Bufficient; or must notice be given both to the lessor and to the 
lessee? There is certainly some foundation for this view in the 
definition of ‘‘client ”’ in the Remuneration Act, which may be read as 





including in that term not only the who has power to “ retain 
and employ” the colicin, bat lho any person “liable to pay” 
the solicitor. But then, as we pointed out week, the lessor, in 
case the lessee does not retain the lessor’s solicitor, is both the 
person having power to “retain and employ ” and also the person 
“liable to pay” in the first instance. 





A poLice consTaBLE is not entitled to be registered as a Parlia- 
mentary voter. So it was decided in Doulon v. Harris on Saturday 
last, and this decision appears to be unquestionably correct. The 


122 | question turns upon the construction of sub-section 7 of section 28 


of the rere’ | 


and Municipal Registration Act, 1878 (41 & 
42 Vict. ¢. 26). shall 


y this sub-section a revising barrister “ 


3 | expunge the name of every person, whether objected to or not, 


where it is proved” to him ‘‘ that such person was, on the last day 
of July then next pen in itated by any law or statute 
from voting at an election for the Parliamentary borough to which 
the list relates.” The incapacity of constables s on different 
statutes, borough constables, a constables, City of London 
constables, and metropolitan constables, each having a 

statute applying to them, varying slightly, but not substantially, 
in terms. In Doulonv. Harris the claiming constable belonged 
to the Metropolitan Police Force, and the revising barrister struck 
him off on the authority of the Metropolitan Police Act of 1829 (10 
Geo. 4, c. 44), 8. 18. By this enactment, “‘no person belonging 
to the police force shall, during the time that he shall continue 
in any such office, or -within six calendar months ufter he shall 
have quitted the same, be capable of giving” the Parliamentary 
vote. It was held in Hayward v. Scott (28 W. R. 988), that the 
disqualification arising from the receipt of parochial relief does not 
come within sub-section 7 of section 28 of the Act of 1878 so as 
to entitle the revising barrister to expunge the name of a pauper, 
and an attempt was made to argue that this case governed that of 
constables. But on reference to section 36 of the Act of 1832, 
which applies to paupers, it will be seen that it imposes a disquali- 
fication only, not an cme , 80 that the cases are y 
distinguishable; and, indeed, the word “incapacity” in the Act 
of 1878 may be directly referred to, and construed by, the light 
of the words ‘no person shall be capable” in the Metropolitan 
Police Act. An argument that the Act of 1878 does not apply, 
on the ground that the incapacity of the constable may be removed 
before the next period of registration, goes to the hardship of the 
case only, and this hardship is so small that it is hardly worth 


consideration. 





WE HAVE RECEIVED a copy of a correspondence which has 
recently passed between an eminent firm of solicitors and a 
distinguished Queen’s Counsel and his clerk on the vexed 
question of refresher fees. It does not seem necessary to intro- 
duce any personal element into the question, for the course 
adopted by the learned Queen’s Counsel and his clerk is one which 
we believe all his perce iu the — rank, and pitineen 3 
ing the practice of special fees, would insist upon. On the payment 
of fees relating to a case in which he had been engaged as leading 
counsel, his clerk required a refresher fee of twenty-five guineas. 
The solicitors, who were acting as London agents for a country 
firm, referred to their clients, who repudiated their liability to pay 
more than ten guineas (the highest refresher fee allowed on tax- 
ation under R. 8. C., 1883, LXV., 27 (48)), but expressed their 
willingness to pay fifteen guineas. This fee wasdeclined. The solici- 
tors do not question the right of the learned counsel or his clerk to 
stipulate beforehand the amount of fees and but they 
contend that, unless this stipulation is made, they and their clients 
are entitled to assume that the fee named in the Rules of Court 
would be accepted; and they point out that the client “is bound 
to pay that fee only, unless a bargain to pay more has been pre- 
viously made.” They do not refer to the resolution of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society in 1883 (28 Soxicrrors’ Jourwat, 
167) recommending, with reference to refreshers, ‘‘that members 
of the society should insist on these fees being limited to 
those allowed on taxation in all cases in which counsel or 
their clerks do not intimate to the solicitor before 
the brief that a larger, and if so what, fee will be ex- 
pected,” but it will be seen that their contention is identical 
in purport with this recommendation. We ge 
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there may be some misapprehension as to the application of the re- 
commendation to the case in question. The Court of Appeal, in Re 
Harrison (34 W. R. 645), held, reversing the decision of Mr. Justice 
Pranson, that ‘‘the authority to give special fees of larger amount 
than those fixed by the rule may be either express or implied,” 
and we imagine that very little evidence would be necessary to 
convince a court that a client must know that the services of a 
counsel of great eminence and skill cannot be obtained without 

ying special fees, and, therefore, must have impliedly euthorized 

is solicitor to pay such special fees as might be reasonably necessary 
to secure his services. However this may be, the position of a 
solicitor with reference to this matter of refreshers is one of con- 
siderable difficulty. The highest authority in his profession 
advises him to insiston refreshers being limited to the amounts 
allowed on taxation, unless counsel or their clerks stipulate to the 
contrary before accepting the brief. But counsel and their clerks, 
rightly or wrongly, do not choose to be bound to stipulate before- 
hand as to refreshers. They are in no way under the jurisdiction 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and, in the case of 
eminent counsel whose services cannot be dispensed with, there are 
no means of placing any pressure on them. Under these cir- 
cumstances, probably the best practical advice which can be given 
is that solicitors, in all cases in which clients insist on an eminent 
counsel being retained, should, before delivering the brief, instead 
of waiting for a stipulation as to refreshers, inquire of the counsel’s 
clerk the amount of the refresher fee which will be expected, 
and so obviate subsequent disputes. 





THERE WILL BE Found elsewhere a circular which has been issued 
by the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law Society to its members on 
the subject of charging purchasers with auctioneers’ fees at auction 
sales. It appears that, although the practice of charging contract 
fees for the benefit of the vendor's solicitor has been generally 
abandoned in the district, there is still in some quarters a disposi- 
tion to retain the old practice of throwing the payment of the 
auctioneer on the purchaser. We think that on consideration the 
practitioners who still adhere to this custom will see that it is 
undesirable to place themselves in antagonism to the general 
opinion of the profession by adopting a course to which, in 1878, 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society recorded ‘‘ their great 
objection,” and which has been condemned by their own society, 
by the Bristol solicitors, and even by practitioners in the 
stronghold of these ancient customs—Cornwall. We are sur- 
prised to hear that the practice even of a contract fee to the 
vendor’s solicitor still lingers in some parts of England; it ought 
to be abandoned every where. 





Tue sevzre atrack of cold from which Lord Justice Bowen 
has been recently suffering, and which caused his absence from 
court on several days last week, has resulted in a strict investiga- 
tion into the causes of the wintry blasts to which the judges of 
Court of Appeal No. 2 are subjected. Means are now to be tried 
with a view of excluding these mysterious draughts, and it is 
to be hoped that ultimately every learned judge may be enabled to 
sit in court without the addition to his official costume of a 
warm muffler round the neck. 


——————————————— 


Lord Justice Fry will preside at a meeting which will be held on an 
day to consider the advisibilty of establishing a society to encourage 
stady and advance the knowledge of the history of English law. It 
a that the society shall be called the Selden Society, and that 

ject shall include (besides meetings for the reading and discussion of 
papers) the printing of nedited MSS. and the publication of new editions 
and translations of works having an important bearing on English legal 
history, the collection of materials for a dictionary of Anglo-French and of 
legal terms, and finally the collections of materials for a history of English 
law. The following have already expressed approval of the society :—The 
Earl of Derby, Lord Herschell, the Home Secretary, the Attorney-General, 


BFE 


Messrs. Montague Cookson, Q.C., J. ¥. Moulton, Q C., John Westlake, | 


-, ¥. Meadows White, Q U., BR. Campbell, P. EZ. Dove, Hubert Hall, 
¥. Sawyer, ¥.8.4., Professor ¥. Pollock, John Evans, President, and 
§. Milman, director of the Society of Antiquaries; Professors A. V. 
ge fy T. E. Holland, Oxford; Rev. W. Canningham, B.D., and 
FP. W. Maitland, Cambridge, ke. &c. Vrofessor W. W. Skeat has kindly 
Oflered help towards the dictionary. Any interested may com- 
maunicate with Mr. P. KAward Dove, 2% Old-bnildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 


REGISTRY WITH GUARANTEED TITLE 


Tuere is a marked difference between registration with indefeasible 
title and registration with guaranteed title; the former, adopted 


been most unsuccessful, the latter, adopted in Australia, has had a 
marked success. Some of our readers may enquire, What do we 
mean by registration with guaranteed title? It means simply this, 
that, on payment of a moderate sum by way of insurance, the 
State guarantees, not that the title is good, but that on eviction 
the sum assured shall be paid. Sometimes the guarantee is not 
in favour of the registered owner, but in favour of any purchaser 
from him; this modification will, as we shall shew, enable us to 
dispense in all cases with official investigation of title. 

Where a man is, rightly or wrongly, registered with an inde. 
feasible title he has an absolute right to the land, he may evea 
be able to eject a person who has bought and paid for the land, 
and has himself been registered as owner with an indefeasible 
title. This requires some explanation. Let A. be the registered 
owner, then let B., by fraud, obtain a conveyance from A., or forgea 
conveyance to himself from A. (and it must be noted that, whatever 
precautions are taken against fraud, a bad man will sometimes suc- 
ceed in evading them); then let B. be registered asowner. In any 


reasonable system of registration A. would be able to have the 


register reformed as against B.; but now suppose that B. 
conveys to C., an innocent purchaser. C. is registered with an 
indefeasible title, A. can have no remedy against C., for, if he had, 
all the benefit of registration would be lost. In other words, A. 
loses his land and is without any remedy. Now, let us consider what 
would happen under a system of guaranteed titles. A., as being 
the person who was rightfully on the register, would keep the 
land; C., who had paid his money on the faith of the register 
being correct, would be recompensed by the State or the official 
insurance fund for the loss that he had incurred. 

The whole system of guaranteed title is discussed at length in 
an excellent little book on ‘ Registration of Title to Land,” by 
Mr. C. F. Brickdale,* and the rest of this article is founded upon 
his work. 

It has often been alleged by those who are opposed to registra- 
tion of title that the reason why it has failed in England, though 
it has been successful in Australia, is—(1) the facility with which 
titles can be placed on the register in Australia in the first in- 
stance owing to their recent origin in a Crown grant; (2) the 
ease with which registered land can be described in Australia 
owing to the Government survey on which the grants are founded ; 
(3) the prevalence in England of settlements importing difficulty 
in all registered holdings. Mr. Brickdale points out that these 
reasons are incorrect—(1) many of the titles in Australia are 
more than sixty years old, and, owing to bad conveyancing, the 
early titles are often very complicated ; (2) the inaccuracy of the 
surveys in Australia produces very great difficulty in the way of 
registration; (3) it is not found in Australia that settlements 
produce any difficulty in registration. Recent discussions must 
have convinced the most sceptical of our readers that, even in 
this country, they would produce no difficulty. 

As the alleged reasons of the difficulty in registering titles in 
England exist also to Australia, and there is no difficulty in 
registering titles in that country, it is clear that we must seek 
some other reasons for the different result in the two countries. 
Mr. Brickdale shews conclusively that the reason for the difference 
is that here we have tried registration with inde/easib/e title, there 
they have tried registration with guaranteed title. 

The practical working of the two systems is very different. 
Under the registry with an indefeasible title the investigation must 
be of the strictest possible character, thus giving rise to expense 
and delay. Under registration with a guaranteed title, where the 
mischief done by accepting a bad title is not irremediable, the title 
need only be investigated in the manner in which it is investigated 
by an ondinary purchaser. In fact Mr. Brickdale ussures us that 





in Australia the registrar accepts titles rather more easily than an 
ordinary purchaser does. He says that, in twenty years’ experience 
of the system in South Australia, only two instances have occurred 
of the register being altered by the court, in both of which cases 
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in England by Lord Westbury’s Act and Lord Cairns’s Act, has — 
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the registered owner was a volunteer, and that not one single 
instance has occurred where the title of a registered purchaser for 
yalue has been disputed. In Queensland, Tasmania, and New 
South Wales, in each of which places the system has been at work 
for about eighteen years, no instance has occurred of a title being 
cancelled. In each of the Colonies of Victoria and New Zealand 
one title has been cancelled. 

All over Australia the assurance fund is an ad valorem charge of 
one half-penny in the pound, except in Tasmania, where only one 
farthing is charged, with the result that, after paying all com- 
pensations, the funds now amount to £180,000. 

Mr. Brickdale suggests that in ordinary cates no investigation of 
title, either on the original register or afterwards, should be made 
by the office ; that the investigation should be made, as at present, 
by a solicitor ; and that official investigation should only be made 
in eases where he hesitates to say that the title is good. In many 
cases of this nature the title might be accepted on payment of a 
larger sum as insurance against an extra risk. 

It may be asked, Will not the liberty to a purchaser to choose his 
own solicitor lead to risk to the office? The answer, worked out 
with much detail by Mr. Brickdale, is this:—Let the guarantee 
given to the registered owner be, not that his own registered title 
is good, but that the Jast preceding registered title is good ; in this 
case a purchaser has just the same motive to employ a careful 
solicitor that he has at present, as, if the solicitor makes a mistake, 
the purchaser may lose his land. Possibly it might be possible to 
combine both systems of guarantee; to allow a purchaser either to 
be content with investigating the title by his own solicitor, in 
which case the guarantee would only be that the last title on the 
register was good, or to require a guarantee of his own title, in 
which case an official investigation as from the last registration 
would be necessary. 

Under the proposed system the first person who registers his 
title receives no guarantee at all, so that there is absolutely no 
occasion for any official examination of his title. On the next 
occasion of a purchase for value, the purchaser, on payment of 
the prescribed amount to the insurance fund, obtains a guarantee 
of the title first placed on the register, but he obtains no guarantee 
as to any intermediate voluntary dealings with the property. 

It is obvious that registration of this nature is not inconsistent 
with allowing the rights of persons in actual possession of the 
property to be paramount to the rights of persons whose titles are 
registered, so as not to interfere with the salutary operation of the 
Statutes of Limitation in giving legal validity to the re-adjustment 
of boundaries without formal assurance, a process which is con- 
stantly taking place, and which it would be most unwise to 
interfere with. Those of our readers who take interest in land 
transfer cannot do better than peruse Mr. Brickdale’s excellent 

little book, and judge for themselves whether the system that he 
advocates will work well in this country. 








CONCERNING SEARCHES. 
(XVII.) JUDGMENTS, 
II. Taz Mopern Law or Jupaments (continued). 


The searches to be made for judgments.—In formulating practice] 
rales as to the searches which ought to be made on behalf of pur- 
chasers and mortgagees, it will be convenient, in the first instance, 
to assume that the vendor is seised in fee simple, and to consider 
the searches to be made having regard to the local situation of the 
property—i.e¢.(a.), generally, and (6.) when it is within the regis- 


| try counties or the jurisdiction of either of the Palatine Counties 


of Lancaster and Durham. 

General rules: where the property is not affected by the 
Registry Acts for Middlesex and Yorkshire, and is not. within 
the palatine jurisdictions. 

Place of search.—The Department of Judgments in the Central 
Office (established by the Supreme Court of Judicature Officers) 
Act, 1879, s. 4) at the Royal Courts of Justice (see R. 8. C., 
1883, LX1I.). 

Official searches.—Under R. 8. C., 1883, LXI., 23, the regis- 
trar of judgments will, on a request in writing, cause a search to 
be made and issue a certificate of the result; and by the Convey- 


a == 
made for official searches and the issue of certificates of the results, 
which are to be conclusive in favour of It is necessary 
to Se the names in which searches are to be 
por os and all other sufficient particulars. The fees 
regulated by the order as to Court Fees, 1884 (Nos. 112 
114, 115, 118). The order provides for a continuation 
requested within fourteen of any former search. The R. 8.C., 
December, 1882, s. 2, r. 4, provide for a continuation search 
under the Conveyancing Act, 1882, to a date not than one 
calendar month subsequent to the date of the first certificate. 

Length of search in registry of judgments.—The effect of 2 & 8 
Vict. c. 11 is to make five years sufficient im all eases (see ante, p. 
58). 

poehioe whom to search—In strictness, as under the old law 
(ante, p. 25), the search should be against all persons who have 


been owners of the lands or any interest therein liable to the 
operation of a judgment for an indefinite period before the 
search (Dart V. & P. 484, 491). It is true that are 


: 


j 
barred by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, 
years (Ex parte Tynte, 15 Ch. D. 125; Evans v. O’ Donnell 
L. R. Ir. 445), and therefore it might seem that no search 
judgments ought to be necessary now that twelve years have elapsed 
since the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112. But judgments may be kept 
alive by acknowledgment or payment of interest, though not, it is 
submitted, by simply re-registering them ; and it would, therefore, 
be dangerous to assume that a judgment more than twelve years 
old has been satisfied. However, it is the practice now, as it was 
under the old law (ante, p. 25), to search only in the names of the 
vendor and of such of his rs in title (except those who 
had not attained twenty-one on the 29th of July, 1864), as were 
not purchasers for value, and the search is not carried back further 
than the last purchase or mortgage, reliance being placed 
probability that — searches were then made. And a 
is justified in following the usual practice — 30 
Journal, 683) unless there are any special mstances 
gesting the expediency of a more extended search, which is far 
less onerous than it formerly was, since the period of search cannot 
in any case exceed five years. 

The searches to be made are as follows :— 

(i.) As to judgments entered 
1860 (23 § 24 Vict. ¢. 38). 
judgments in the Central Office. . 

(ii.) As to judgments entered up after the 23rd of July, 1860, 
and on or before the 29th of July, 1864 (23 § 24 Vict. e. 112). 
—The like search in the register of judgments a 
necessary, both because (see ante, p. 74) this Act 
dispense with the necessity of registering the judgment iteelf 
as well as the process of execution, and also because the register 
executions is directed to be kept in the ames of the creditors. 
It has been stated by the chief clerk of the registrar of judgments 
(see letter to the Soxicrrons’ Jovnwat, vol. 4, p. 864) that the 
practice was adopted of making in the register of judgments a 
reference to the register of executions. (See 6 Jur. N. 8., pt. 2, 

. 338). 
: The register of executions must be searched for three months 
last past, immediately before completion. 

By R. 8. C., 1883, LXI., 22, no ineumbrances can be registered 
after two o’clock p.m., the object being to enable a 
complete after that hour in the day without the risk of registration 
by execution creditors. 

(iii.) As to judgments entered up since the 29th of July, 1864 
(27 § 28 Viet. ec. 112).—These, as we have seen (enée, p. 90), do 
not affect purchasers until the lands have been “‘ actually delivered — 
in execution.” The difficulty of this fact has been 
already pointed out (80 Soxicrrons’ Jounxar, 683, 724, Mies | 
The Act (section 3) directs the execution to be registered after 
has been enforced, and some degree of pon Betge oS 
searching for such executions ; no limit of time 
imposed within which they are to be registered (see Re Pope, 34 
Wier kane! bye mB that purchasers and mortgagees should 

ere it may be 
in all cases Wake tayebiies of tenants or other persons in 
sion of the lands as to the nature and terms of 
Judgments of Palatine Courts of and 
There courte—viz., the 
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Common Pleas and the Chancery Court of Lancaster. By 
the Judicature Act, 1873 (see sections 16, 77, 78, 92, 99), 
the jurisdictions of the Courts of Pleas of Durham and of 
Common Pleas of Lancaster were transferred to the High Court 
of Justice, and the officers of those courts were attached to the 
High Court. The Chancery Courts of both Durham and Lancaster 
still exist. The judgments or decrees of the palatine courts per se 
affect only lands within their respective jurisdictions, and the 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, and the amending Acts above noticed, do not contain 
any provision for registration of palatine common-law judgments 
in the London registry. But by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 (s. 18, ante, 
p- 42), decrees and orders of ‘‘ courts of equity”’ are to have the 
effect of judgments in the superior courts of commun law, and a 
creditor is to have the same remedies upon them ; provided (section 
19 of the same Act, anée, p. 57) that no decree or order “‘ in any 
court of equity ” shall, by virtue of that Act, ‘affect any lands” 
as to purchasers unless and until registered in the Common Pleas. 
The 4th section of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 11 (ante, p. 58), as to re-registra- 
tion, also expressly applies to decrees or orders “in any court of 
equity,” and speaks of ‘‘lands” generally; and the 5th eection of 
the same Act (ante, p. 58), protecting purchasers without notice, 
refers to ‘‘ such decrees or orders,” and to ‘‘any lands’’; and the 
same observation applies to the provisions (ante, p. 58) of 3 & 4 
Vict. c. 82, and 18 Vict. c. 15, protecting purchasers with notice of 
unregistered judgments. The terms of these enactments are so 
general as apparently to include decrees and orders of the Pala- 
tine Chancery Courts, and to require them to be registered and re- 
registered in the London registry before they can affect purchases 
of any lands, whether within or without the jurisdiction of these 
courts, and also to protect purchasers in respect of notice, or 
absence of notice, to the same extent asin the case of judgments 
of the High Court of Justice. 

The Statutes, 33 Geo. 3, c. 68,8. 1, and 2 Vict. c. 16, s. 28, 
provided for the removal of judgments, &c., of the Court of 
Pleas of Durham and the Court of Common Pleas of Lancaster, 
but they have been repealed by the Statute Law Revision Acts, 
1871 and 1879. 

By 13 & 14 Vict. c. 43,8. 15, and 17 & 18 Vict. c. 82, s. 10, 
decrees and orders of the Court of Chancery of Lancaster may be 
removed into the High Court of Chancery, and then be enforced 
against the parties bound thereby, and all proceedings may be had 
thereupon as if such decrees or orders had been originally made by 
the High Court of Chancery. (See form of order in Seton, p. 
1552.) 


There does not appear to be any power to remove judgments of | 


the Durham Chancery Court into the High Court of Justice; and 
we have been informed upon authority that no registry of judg- 
ments or decrees is kept at Durham since the Durham Court of 
Pleas was abolished. 

The result seems to be that, so far as any judgments of the 
palatine courts can affect lands out of their jurisdictions, they must 
be subject to the same provisions as to registration as judgments of 
the High Court, and that the searches to be made are the same in 
both cases. 

Seoteh and Irish judgments.—By the Judgments Extension Act, 
1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 54), judgments of the Courts of Queen’s 
Bench, Common Pleas, or Exchequer at Dublin, ‘‘for any debt, 

es, or costs,”’ and decrees of the Court of Session in Scot- 
Jard, ‘for the payment of any debt, damages, or expenses,” may 
be registered in the Common Pleas at Westminster in the “‘ Register 
for Irish Judgments” and the ‘‘ Register for Scotch Judgments” 
respectively ; and from the date of registration they are to have 
the same force and effect, and the same proceedings may be taken 
upon them, as if they had been judgments obtained or entered up 
in the English court (see Piggott on Foreign Judgments, 2nd ed., 
358; 1 Chitty’s Archb. 14th ed., 771). 


It , therefore, in some cases (as where an owner resides, or | 
has resided, 


in Scotland or Ireland) be advisable to search in these 
registers. By the Order as to Court Fees, 1884, a fee of one shilling 
is to be paid for each name on a search made in one or both of the 
Scotch and Irish registers. 

By the Inferior Courts’ Judgments Extension Act, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vict. c. 31 (see Piggott, For. Judgm. 362), judgments of 
inferior courts in Scotland may also be registered with the like 
cfiect in the register of Scotch judgments in London; and judg- 


ments of Scotch and Irish inferior courte may be registered in 


last, the process of execution can be issued only against “ goods 
and chattels.” 

41 Geo. 3, c. 90, s. 6, enabled decrees and orders of the Irish 
Court of Chancery to be enforced in England, but only against the 
person (see Seton, 1551). 

Judgments of inferior courts.—By 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 22, 
judgments, rules, and orders of certain inferior courts of record 
may be removed into the superior courts at Westminster, and shall 
thereupon be of the same force, charge, and effect as judgments, 
&e., of the superior courts, and the like proceedings may be taken 
upon them; and by 18 Vict. c. 15, s. 7, they are to be registered 
and re-registered, and then to be binding in like manner as the 
judgments of the superior courts (see 2 Chitty’s Arch. 14th ed, 
1569; 2 Dan. Ch. Pr. 1721). 

Judgments, rules, and orders (for sums of £20 and upwards) of 
courts to which the Borough and Local Courts of Record Act, 
1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 86), has been applied by Order in Council, 
can be removed (see section 2 and sched., r. 9) into the High 
Court, so as to have the same effect as judgments of the High 
Court. By Order in Council of 27th June, 1873, this Act was 
applied to the Tolzey Court and Pie Poudre Court of Bristol, the 
Courts of Record of Scarborough and Poole and the Salford Hun. 
dred Court, and some of its provisions, including that for removal 
of judgments, were applied to the Mayor’s Court of London. 

The five years’ search in the register of judgments will, there. 
fore, disclose any judgments removed and registered under those 
Acts; and by the proviso in section 22 of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 (the 
proviso was repealed by 18 Vict. c. 15, s. 7, but restored by 38° & 
39 Vict. c. 66, which repeals the repeal), such judgments, when 
removed, are not to affect lands as to purchasers until a writ of 
execution is delivered to the sheriff. 

County court judgments for an amount exceeding £20 may be 
removed into the High Court by certiorari, and, when removed, 
have the effect of judgments of the superior courts: 19 & 20 
Vict. c. 108, 8.49. (See Dan. Ch. Pr., vol. 2, p. 1917, 6th ed.) 
The county courts themselves have no process of execution by 
which land can be affected: Pitt- Lewis, County Court Pr., 2nd 
ed., 629. They have, however, under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, s, 
11, jurisdiction in ejectment where the annual value does not 
exceed £20: Pitt-Lewis, County Court Pr. 736, 747. 

By 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 27, a registry of judgments is directed 
to be kept in each county court, and under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 54, 6. 
18, and the Treasury Instructions of June, 1878 (35), a ‘‘ registry 
of county court judgments” has been established in London, in 
which judgments for £10 and upwards are to be entered. The fee 
for search is 6d. for each name. The County Courts Rules 
contain a similar provision as to judgments of the City of London 
Court. 

Mayor’s Court of London.—By 20 & 21 Vict. c. clvii. (Loc. & 
Pers.), 8. 48, final judgments, and any rule or order, whereby any 
sum of money, costs, charges, or expenses shall be payable to an 
person, may be removed into any of the superior courts, and sh 
then become and be of the same force, charge, and effect as a writ 
of execution or judgment recovered in, or a rule or order made by, 
such superior court, ‘‘ provided that no such judgment or rule or 
order when so removed shall affect any lands, tenements, or here- 
| ditaments as to purchasers, mortgagees, or creditors, any farther 
| than the same would have done if the same had remained a judg- 
| ment rule or order of the Mayor’s Court, unless and until a writ of 
| execution thereon shall be actually put into the hands of the 





sheriff or other officer appointed to execute the same” (see 2 | 


Chitty’s Archb. 1571; 2 Dan. Ch. Pr. 1920). By 35 & 36 


| Vict. c. 86, 8. 6, the Mayor’s Court can send writs of execution | 


| on judgments and orders for sums not exceeding £20 to any coun! 

| court within the jurisdiction of which the defendant has any 

or chattels for execution by the high bailiff of the county court. 
See Order in Council, June 27, 1873, No. 3028, which apolice 

this court the provision of rule 9 of the schedule to the 


|W. R. 941, 11 Q. B. D. 120. 


_ Stannaries Court.—Decrees, judgments, or orders against a party 
,to the suit for payment of money, costs of suit, charges, OF @ 
be enforced by suing out, immediately after 
cree, judgment or order, a writ of fi. fa. against 


| expenses, ma 
entry of the 








county courts and other inferior courts in England, but, as to thesg 





orough 
and Local Courts of Record Act, 1872, as to removal of judgments: 
| Munday v. Pigott, W. N, 1884, p. 57; Paine v. Slater, 8 ~ 
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s and chattels (Procedure of Stannaries Court. By Authority. 
acy 1876. p. 139. Miscellaneous, Ord. II., r. 1). Where 
the amount exceeds £250, and the judgment cannot be enforced 
within the Stannaries, execution may be enforced out of the juris- 
diction under 18 Vict. c. 32, ss. 9, 10 (see Seton, 1552; 2 Chitty’s 
Archb. 1573). 

Decrees or orders of Ecclesiastical Courts may be inrolled in the 
Chancery Division of the High Court, and then enforced by 
sequestration against real and personal estate in England (2 & 3 
Will. 4, c. 93, 8. 1). See Form in Seton, p. 1552. 








THE DOCTRINE OF NOTICE AS AFFECTED. BY THE 
CONVEYANCING ACT, 1882. 


(Re Cousins, 34 W. R. 393, 31 Ch. D. 671.) 


WITHOUT questioning the decision in this case, the reasoning by 
which it was arrived at appears to us open to comment. 

The case was this :—M. Cousins, being entitled under the will of 
W. Cousins to a share in the proceeds of real and al estate, by 
deed of the 2ist of August, 1871, mortgaged that share to Banks, 
his solicitor, to secure £35. M. Cousins again, by deed of the 8th 
of December, 1873, mortgaged his share to Richardson to secure 
£150. Banks was paid off out of the £150; was a party to the deed, 
and acted professionally for all parties. By deed of the 29th of 
July, 1874, Richardson transferred his mortgage to Drake, Banks 
acting as solicitor for both parties. It may be assumed, as it was so 
held, that no notice of any of the above-mentioned deeds was given 
to the trustees of W. Cousins’ will. By deed of the 18th of June, 
1875, M. Cousins mortgaged his share to Pepper to secure £500, and 
by deed of the 5th of May, 1877, made a further charge to secure 
£50. No mention of the previous charge of £150 was made in 
either of these deeds, and there was the usual covenant that Cousins 
had good right to assign free from incumbrances. Banks acted as soli- 
citor for both parties in both these transactions. Pepper died- in 
1878, and M. Cousins in March, 1881. On the 1st of November, 
1881, notice in writing of the mortgage and further charge in ‘favour 
of Pepper was given by his executors to the surviving trustee of W. 
Cousins’ will. The share of M. Cousins having been paid into court 
under the Trustee Relief Act, and being insufficient to satisfy the 
securities of Drake and Pepper, the question to be decided was as to 
their priorities, 

The fact of notice of Pepper’s mortgage having been given to the sur- 
viving trustee of the will of W. Cousins, while no notice had been given 
of the earlier mortgage, was, of course, sufficient to determine the 
priority in favour of Pepper's security, supposing he was not affected 
with notice of the earlier mortgage. It was clear that Pepper him- 
self knew nothing about the earlier mortgage. The question, there- 
fore, came to he, Was Pepper otherwise affected with notice? This, 
owing to the position Banks had occupied with reference to all the 


transactions, must have been decided against Pepper on the authority - 


of Hargreaves v. Rothwell (1 Keen, 154) but for the recent enactment 
in section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882. The enactment is as 
follows, omitting sub-section (2), which is immaterial for the present 
purpose, and the last sub-section, which applies the section to past 
transactions where no action is pending :— 

Sub-section (1). A purchaser [which, under section 1, includes a 
mortgagee] shall not be prejudicially affected by notice of any instrument, 
fact, or thing unless— 
beds It is within his own knowledge, or would have come to his know- 

if such inquiries and inspections had been made as ought reasonably 
to have been made by him ; or 

(ii.) In the same transaction with respect to which a question of notice 
to the purchaser arises, it has come to the knowledge of his counsel, as 
such, or of his solicitor, or other agent, as such, or would have come to 
the knowledge of his solicitor, or other agent, as such, if such inquiries 
and ons had been made as ought reasonably to have been made 
by the solicitor or other agent. 

Sub-section (3). A purchaser shall not by reason of anything in this 
tection be affected by notice in any case where he would not have been 
% affected if this section had not been enacted. 

Mr. Justice Chitty held that the above section put an end to the doc- 
trine of Hargreaves v, Rothwell, and that the transactions in which Banks 

been concerned before the m to Pepper did not, within 
the meaning of that section, come to the know) of Banks as 
per’s solicitor, The learned judge then to discuss the 
culty aepees to be caused by the words, ‘‘ or would have come 
to the knowledge of his solicitor, as such, if such inquiries had been 
made as ought reasonably to have been made by the solicitor,” and 
is reported to have said:—‘‘Then it is said that it would 
have come to the knowledge of Banks, the solicitor for Pepper, as 
such solicitor, if he had mele the inquiries and inspections which he 
ought to have made,” and, after saying something about the title 
that ought to have been required to be shewn, he says :—‘' In this 





case I cannot say that the prior incumbrance would have come to the 
knowledge of Banks if he gone to Cousins. Banks has not told 
me anything about it, nor has Cousins,” [The mention of Cousins 
must have been by inadvertence, as, according to the he had 
been dead several years.] ‘But Ido know this—that Cousins has 
actually executed the deed to Pepper which, on face not 
only does not mention the prior mortgage, but is so \ 
shew that there was no prior incumbrance ; and, therefore, if Banks, 
not having, as I say he not on the evidence, knowledge of the 
geioe deed’ hed gene to Goniian aut asked him, I ought not to infer 
that Cousins would have said that there was a prior incumbrance, but 
rather to infer that Cousins would have answered ing to the 
statements that appear on his own deed. The executors yr sed 
therefore, have priority in respect of the £500 mortgage and 
onrt le thio lott f the reasoning that to us question 
t is this latter oO i appears to us q - 
able, bearing in sind sub-section (3), above set out, preventing any 
extension by that section of the doctrine relating to 
affected by notice. It is obvious that, in the ideration of 
graph (ii.) of sub-section (1), the question first to be i 
What inquiries ought reasonably to have been made by the solicitor 
Now in Dearle vy. Hall (affirmed by Lord Lyndhurst, C.) (3 Russ. 1), 
the leading case on this subject, the point as to the necessity in 
@ case as the present of making any inquiry of the vendor (of course 
a mortgegor is in the same position) as to incumbrances by him was 
dealt with. Sir Thos. Plumer, M.R., there said (at p. 19) cae With 
respect to the circumstance that the question was not put directly to 
Brown, he covenants in the deed of ee that the fund was 
free from incumbrances; and, ——_ y, the necessity of making 
inquiries of him was su .” If Mr. Justice Chitty had held, as we 
submit he should have done, on the authority of Dearle v. Hall, that 
there was no necessity for any inquiry of Cousins, he would have 
saved himself the difficulty of determining whether or not, if such 
inquiry had been made, the prior incumbrance would have come to 
a + rane of Pepper’s solicitor, or, we suppose, of Pepper 
imself. 

The difficulty seems insuperable of determining satisfactorily what 
the result of we inquiry not made would have been where this result 
depended upon the truthfulness of a whose interest it was to 
conceal the truth. Some remarks of Sir J. Romilly, M.R., which 
appear appropriate to this point, occur in 24 Beav., at p. 62, 
where he says :—‘‘ With respect to the ent that it was un- 
necessary to make any inquiry because it would have led to no result, 
I think it impossible to admit the validity of thisexcuse. . . . I 
think it impossible beforehand to come to the conclusion that a false 
answer would have heen given. . . . A more dangerous doctrine 
could not be laid down, nor one involving a more area aa 
inquiry—viz., a hypothetical inquiry as to what A. would have s 
if 8. had said something other than what he did say, 


of 








REVIEWS. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO JornT Srock 
CoMPANIES UNDER THE AcTs OF 1862—1883, WITH ForMsS AND 
PRECEDENTS. By 0, E H. Cuapwyck HEALEY, assisted by Percy 
F. WHEELER and Cuantes E. E. Jenxnys, Barristers-at-Law. 
SECOND AND ENLARGED Epitron. W. Maxwell & Son. 


This book, although called a second edition of Mr. Healey’s book 
on Articles of Association, is to a large extent a new contribution to 
the ae ae ~ —, =. In its ory — it deals, not 
merely with the formation managemen stock companies, 
but qubenees Ges Sip deter Soave me BM 
were it not that the requirements of all classes have : so 
fully supplied by excellent works on the same subject, we should 
anticipate for the new comer a very considerable 
case deserves ; for itis admirably written, and no labour has been 
in making it as complete as possible. The cases have been 
down to the latest ble date; multiple references to the vanovs 
reports are supplied in the table of cases, and the index is very good. 
The arrangement of the matter strikes us as somewhat peculiar 
We have, “the treatise” par excellence, which represents the 
ee ee ee ; then follow re 

—* under a ok ee with notes 
ea it any, acy femen we tap Gees, ee sat penal 
small t e statu we may are 
as @ scuedule to the General Order, but are scattered through the 
body of the werk, being <hitagelibel ty anesteeies Sum Sees 
‘orms. 

We have found little to find fault with in our perusal of these 
pages, and such blemishes as we have noticed are not of the first im- 
portance. Take, for example, the following statement in which the 
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author is referring to the personal remedy, by an action for deceit, 

i directors for a fraudulent prospectus. ‘‘The only limit, 

rt of acquiescence, is the Statute of Limitations.” Thisimplies that 
the right of action may be lost by acquiescence, which is not, we 
think, sound law according to the authorities. Thus Lord Justice 
Thesiger, in delivering the judgment of the court in //e Busschev. Alt 
(8 Ch. D. 286) says: ‘‘ Acquiescence may be defined as quiescence 
under such circumstances as that assent may be reasonably inferred 
from it, and is no more than an instance of the law of estoppel by 
words or conduct. But when once the act is completed without 
any knowledge or assent on the part of the person whose right is 
infin, inged, the matter is to be determined on very different legal con- 
siderations. A right of action has then vested in him which, at all 
events as a general rule, cannot be divested without accord and 
satisfaction, orrelease under seal. Mere submission to the injury for 
any time short of the period limited by statute for the enforcement 
of the aan of action cannot take away such right.”” The confusion 
has probably arisen from the doctrine (now obsolete) that courts 
of equity were not bound by the Statutes of Limitation, but adopted 
them in cases where acquiescence endured for the statutory period: 
mee Re Greaves, Bray v. Tofield (30 W. BR. 55, 18 Ch. D. 551). 
We notice also an omission in the section “‘ Directors and their 
Powers,” where the cases of Ferguson v. Wilson(15 W. R. 80, 2 Ch. 
77) and Wilson v. Lord Bury (5 Q. B. D. 518) ought to have been, 
but are not, cited. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
SITTINGS OF THE COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Referring to the various discussions during the past twelve 
montbs, I have had many communications, and in the result I have 
made the following suggestions, on which I should be glad to have 


the view of some of your readers if you will permit the correspon- 
dence to appear in your columns. 

First, as to the Chancery Division, I suggest :— 

1. That all witness and other causes should be separated from 
interlocutory business and be taken de die in diem by an independent 
judge. 

2. That cases of an administrative character (if a judge so directs) 
should form the subject of an entirely separate list to be separately 
dealt with. 

3. That all original motions and petitions, and every other applica- 
tion in cases wherein there has been no previous intervention of the 
court, should be put in a separate list, and be dealt with by one 
judge sitting for the time being for such purpose only, instead of 
several judges taking such work to the obstruction and uncertainty 
of other business. 

4. That some judge should sit in chambers for one or more 
entire days every week to hear adjourned summonses. The sum- 
monses adjourned into court to be heard as now. 

Next, as to the Common Law Division, I suggest :— 

5. That the cause lists should be more completely separated into 
(a.) special juries, (>.) common juries, (c.) causes without juries, (d.) 
causes ~ st a over sine die. 

6. That special jury causes should be heard in the order in which 
they are marked as such, and not be placed between other special 
juries alre:dy so marked. 

Finally, as to both divisions, I suggest :— 

7. That every Friday evening the judge engaged on his particular 
list should announce that he will not go beyond such and such a 
case during the coming week. A good margin could be allowed fur 
—— and even if some unprecedented collapse happened 
it w be better for a judge to be idle for twenty-four hours for 
once than that hundreds of people should be kept needlessly anxious. 

8. That no cause within the compass of the ensuing week’s estimate 
be marked “ postponed ” without the judge’s consent (much confusion 
and uncertainty arising from saneaivelinl danas. 

9. That at least one day before the conclusion of every sitting there 
should be an t of the intended programme of the following 
sitting (emergencies excepted), it being submitted that the dates of the 
assizes and other known work ought to be fixed with a fairly long 
notice to the profession. This remark applies particularly to the long 
vacation, nobody st present being able to form any idea of the 
Michaelmas plans till just on the eve of the sittings. 

10. That, as far as possible, the plan, Caproni’ in the Probate 
an4 Divorce Division, of classifying the work and fixing dates before- 
— the other divisions, and especially that it 

it is expected that one or more courts will be 
particular list. Any solicitor can make # rough calcula- 
tiem what 6 single judge can get through ; but be can give his client 





no idea whatever if he is kept in ignorance as to whether one or 


half a dozen judges will be engaged in a given class of work. 
Francis K, Muyton, 
954A, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., December 6. 


REMUNERATION ORDER—LEASES. 
|To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—In 1884 Master Skirrow, after consultation with other 
masters, decided, in a case in which we were concerned, that notice 
the lessor’s solicitor to the lessor, without notice to the lessee, 
not make the lessee liable to more than scale charges for lease and 
counterpart. 8, 

London, Dec. 6. ” 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’’—Ed. S, J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COX, PATTERSON, & OO. v. BRUCE & CO.—C. A. No 1, 
6th December. 


Surrrinc—Bi.tt or Lapinc—Avutuority or Master to Sicn ror Pars 
CULAR Quatrry or Goops—Srecirat Ciause 1x Brut or Lavine. 


Messrs. Steel & Co., of Calcutta, shipped on board the defendants’ vessel, 
The Panmure, 500 bales of jute, 26 of them being marked RO 1, 192 R 02, 
and 282 RO 3. Jute is shipped of various qualities, which are indicated 
on the bales by numbers, No. 1 indicating first quality, No. 3 
second quality, and No. 3 third quality. These numbers are termed 
quality marks, R C being the leading mark. A bill of lading for the 500 
bales was signed by the master, the bill of lading bemg in the customary 
form in the jute trade as used since 1881, and there was a clause in the 
margin :—‘‘ If quality marks are used they are to be of the same 
size as the leading marks and contiguous thereto, and if such quality 
marks are inserted in the shipping notes, and the goods are accepted by 
the mate, bills of lading in conformity therewith shall be signed by the 
captain, and the ship shall be responsible for the correct delivery of the 
goods.’”” The shipping notes (made out by the shippers, Steel & 
Co.) stated that the 500 bales were made up as follows :—26 bales of RO 
1, 251 of RC 2, and 223 of RO 3; and these figures were inserted in the 
bill of lading, the bill of lading thus stating that there were 59 balas 
more of quality No. 2 and 59 less of quality No. 3 than were actually 
shipped. Tne bill of lading was indorsed to the plaintiffs for value with- 
out notice of any incorrectness in the description of the goods ship 
The 500 bales actually shipped were delivered to the plaintiffs in London; 
but the plaintiffs sought to recover from the defendants the difference in 
the value of the bales owing to the non-delivery of the bales of the quality, 
and bearing the quality marks, stated in the bill of lading. 

Tue Court or Apparat, affirming the judgment of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, held that the defendants were not liable; that the true 
meaning of the marginal clause im the bill of lading was that if the quality 
marks which were actually upon the bales chipoet were inserted in the 
shipping notes, and the mate accepted the goods, bills of lading in con. 
formity therewith should be signed by the captain, and the ship should 
be responsible for the correct delivery of the goods; that in this case the 
quality marks on the goods differed from those in the shipping notes, and 
so the defendants were not liable under the clause. Nor were the 
defendants liable by reason of any general authority in the master to bind 
them ; per Lord Esuex, M.R., and Lorgs, L.J., upon the ground that the 
master had no general authority to sign bills of lading stating the mer- 
cautile quality of the goods so as to bind the shipowners ; yer Lixpuey, 
L.J., on the ground that the special and limited authority given to the 
master by the marginal clause ousted any general authority.—Counsaly 
Bigham, Q.C., and J. Gorell Barnes ; R. T. Reid, Q.0., and F. W. Hollams, 
Soxicrrons, W. A. Crump § Son ; Hollams, Son, § Coward. 


REG. (ON THE PROSECUTION OF J. PRITCHARD) v. THE MAYOR 
AND CORPURATION OF ne ts ona A. No, 1, 7th and 8th 
December. 


Monserrat Evecrion—Exromrmiry oy ALpERMAN ror Orrice or Town 
Councitton—Dory or Rervunnine Orricen. 


This case raised a question as to the duties of the returning 
officer at municipal elections, It appeared that at the recent municik 
pal election for the eore of Bangor two candidates offered them- 
selves for the representation of the South Ward. Of these one 
was Mr. Pritchard, the other Mr. Meshach Roberts, who was at 
that time an alderman of the borough. The election took place om 
November 1, and the term of Mr. Roberte’s office as alderman did not 
expire until November 9. An objection was taken to the nomination of 
Mr. Roberts on this ground, but it was overruled by the mayor, and the 
election . On the votes being counted it was found that 171 had 
been given for Mr. Roberts, and 151 for Mr. Pritchard. The returning 
officer thereupon communicated the numbers to the mayor, but made ne 
declaration of the elected candidate. The mayor, however, proceeded to 
announce the result of the poll to the crowd outside the — which 
the had taken place. ‘T'wo days afterwards the ret officer, 
having the published a placard in which, after stating 
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Roberts to be ineligible for the office of town councillor, by reason of his 
being an alderman for the borough, and announced that Mr. Pritchard 
was elected. Thereupon the town clerk sent notice to Mr. Pritchard that 
he was elected, and he accordingly qualified and took his seat. A few 
days afterwards Mr. Roberts also qualified, and took a seat as town 
councillor. The mayor and the majonty of the council declined to 
receive Mr. Pritchard’s vote, and he therefore applied to the Queen’s 
Bench Division for a peremptory mandamus nquliag them to receive 
and count his vote. That Court (Denman and Stephen, JJ.) having 
granted the mandamus, the corporation appealed, but in the meantime a 
meeting of the town council of Bangor was summoned, and Mr. Pritchard’s 
vote being received in obedience te the mandamus, his party became 
in the majority on the council, and it was decided by such majority 
not to proceed with the appeal. The Court of Appeal thereupon granted 
Mr. Roberts leave to proceed with the appeal. It was now urged for the 
respondents that Mr. Roberts was ineligible as a candidate for the town 
councillorship by reason of his being already an alderman of the borough, 
and that his ineligibility was so notorious that votes given for him were 
thrown away and could not be counted. It was further contended that 
Mr. Pritchard had been properly elected by the declaration made by the 
returning officer, and that, even if he had not been properly elected, the 
office was filled by him until he was unseated on petition, and that, there- 
fore, a mandamus would lie to the corporation to receive his vote. The 
— appeared, and desired to state that they did not prosecute the 
a al. 

. uE Count or Arrgat (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lrxvizy and Lopgs, 
L.JJ.), in allowing the appeal, said that the cases clearly laid it 
down that a person holding an incompatible office was not made 
ineligible for another office by reason of its incompatibility, but that 
if le was elected to and accepted the second office he thereby vacated 
the former office. The duty of a returning officer was clearly limited by 
the Ballot Act (35 & 36 Vict. c. 36), s. 2, and was, after receiving or rejecting 
ballot papers, to count them, and forthwith to declare the person 
having the majority of votes to be elected. The subsequent declaration 
by the returning officer here was, therefore, entirely ultrd vires and void. 
They considered Mr. Roberts to have been an eligible candidate and to 
have been duly elected, and, therefore, were of opinion that the mandamus 
must be quashed.—Counszt, Sir Charles Russell, Q.C., R. 8S. Wright, and 
Marchant Williams ; Sir Henry James, Q.C., MeIntyre, Q.C., and Douglas ; 
Alexander Glen. Soxtcrtrons, Bloriam § Ellis, for J. B. Roberts ¢ Roberts, 
Bangor; Belfrage 4 Co., for R. S. Chamberlain, Liandudno; Simpson, 
Hammond, § Co., for Rk. H. Pritchard, Bangor. 


FALCKE v. THE SCOTTISH IMPERIAL ASSURANCE CO.—C. A. 
No. 2, 1st December. 


Pouicy or InsuRANcE—PAyMENT or Premium By STRANGER OR MORTGAGOR 
—Lrien on Ponicy. 


The question in this case was as to the right of a stranger, or of a 
mortgagor of a policy of insurance, who, without any request, pays a 
premium to keep alive the policy, to a lien on the policy or its proceeds for 
the amount so paid. In August, 1879, E. purchased a policy for £29,000, 
effected on the life of B., with the defendant company, and subject to the 
annual premium of £1,211 19s. 2d., payable on the 30th of August in each 
year. e policy was mortgaged by E. to the company to secure £1,950, 
and subsequently to F’. for £6,000, and other Aivmm one Hosa were created. 
In September, 1882, E. filed a liquidation petition, and in March, 1883, 
obtained his discharge, on the terms of pa fos a composition of 2s. in the 
om to his creditors, other than those who had security on the policy. 

e money to pay the composition was found by some friends, to whom 
his property, other than the policy, was assigned as security. The compo- 
sition was duly paid, and the equity of redemption of the policy revested 
inE. He afterwards entered into a contract with D., who professed to be 
acting as agent for F., for the purchase of F.’s mort, for £50, and, on 
the 30th of August, 1883, he paid the premium then due, the other 
persons interested in the policy not being prepared to pay it. It after- 
wards turned out that the contract for purchase could not be carried out, 
as D. had not any authority to enter into it on behalf of F. This action 
was brought by F’.’s executrix to enforce her security on the policy. In 
the action the policy was sold by order of the court, and, after payment 
of the amount due to the company as first mortgagees, a surplus of £1,722 
remained. The plaintiff claimed the whole of this sum, which was not 
sufficient to discharge her mort gage debt, and E. claimed to be paid out 
of it the premium which he had paid, on the ground that his payment of 
the premium had kept the policy alive for the plaintiff's benefit, Bacon, 
V.C., held that E. was entithd to repayment of the premium out of the 
£1,722 on the ground that though, as it turned out, he was a mere 
stranger, yet, at the time when he made the payment, he had a bond Ade 
belief that he had a valid contract for the wendine of F.’s mortgage. 

Tue Cover or Arrrat (Cotrox, Bowsy, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision, holding that E. had no lien on the proceeds of the policy for the 
premium. COorron, L J., said that when the composition was paid to the 
creditors of E. he became the ultimate owner of the policy subject to the 
charges on it. The general rule of law was that the pa real by astranger of 
the premium on a policy gave him no lien on the policy, A mere volunteer 
who made a payment in respect of the property of another, without any 
Bice by that other, gained no charge or lien on the property in reapect 
of his payment. Ifthe payment had been made at the request of F., BE. 
Would have had a right of action against him for repayment, —— not 
necessarily a lien on the policy, On the evidence his lordship could not 
tome to the conclusion that there was any request, express or implied, by 
F. to BF. to make the payment. The argument for the t ad been 


put on the broad ground that anyone who took the benedt of a contract | be said that there was any such contract, express or implied. 


was bound to pay forit. It be 80, 

mption of ratification ; it was not shewn that F. had know- 
Clee a the circumstances. And the wis not taking advantage 
of any contract entered into by E., but of the contract by 
policy. The ground of the Vice-Chancellor’s decision was that the py; 
ment was made by E. with reference to the contract which he had en’ 
into with D. With great respect to the Vice-Chancellor, his 
must differ from him. There was no evidence that F. had a 
contract. It was true that if aman who had the real title to Vagsern 4 
stood by, and saw a man who believed that the property was his laying 
out money on the property, equity would t 


his legal rights against the person who had so expended the mon2y 
he must iistow that the title of the person who 


bad one. Here it was not shewn that F. knew anything. Did the fact 
that E. was the owner of the ultimate equity of redemption of the 

entitle him toa lien for the um ? It would be strange if an ex- 
penditure in respect of m by the mortgagor could 
entitle him to a ch on the pi in priority to his own 

It must be consid thet E. payment, not with the of 
obtaining any charge in priority to his mortgagee, but in order to protect 
his own interest in case the po! 


should Fc | 
satisfy the charges on it. The owner of a could not have a charge 
against his mortgagee for money expended by him 
from being flooded. Bowszn, L.J., was of the 
that the general principle was that work and labour done 
reserve the property of another, without 
Fen on the property preserved for the money 
or even create an obligation on the part of the owner to repay the money. 


A liability could not be forced upon a man behind his back. There was 
an exception in the case of maritime lien for “ore in this — the 
maritime law differed from the common law. For of public 
policy and for the advantage of trade, the maritime law had imposed 


to goods lost on land. A “te meee of labour e 
could only be admitted, if there were facts w the law 
imply a contract on the part of the owner 
property knew that the service was being 
question of fact whether a contract by him to repay 
There was nothing to shew that F. had so acted 
inference by E. It was said, however, that 
taking the benefit of the preserved policy made him liable 
money expended in preserving it, by virtue of some act of or 
ratification. A man could not adopt or ratify that which purported to be 
to 


) the 
obligation of a lien for sal ses. But that doctrine did not a 
- would 


done for someone else. The a of 

be made for the benefit of F. he had taken the benefit under 
stances which led to the inference of a 
a different case. But there was nota 
certain exceptions, the rule in equity was the 
there was no equity in the present case. The 

the payment under ary mistake as to his interest, and 
not stand by and allow him to pay. It was not even a case 
owner of the roperty required the assistance of a court of equity 
his property back. Fry, L.J., 


.—Oounser, Jeff, QC. 
Bonsey ; Marten, Q.C., and Oswald; Beddall, Soxricrrons, Lorgbourne 
Stevens ; Harper § Battcock ; J. 8. Merten, 


THE BIRMINGHAM AND DISTRICT LAND OO. ve. THE LONDON 
AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY C©0O.—O. A. No. 2, 8th Deo- 
ember. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 48—Turay Paary Norrce—“ Ispeseerry.” 


The question in this case was, What is the meaning of the word “‘in- 
demnity ” in rule 48 of order 16 of the Rules of the Supreme 
which provides that, ‘‘ where a defendant claims to be entitled to contri- 
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bution or indemnity over against any nota ime Oey the action, he 
may, by leave of the court or a judge, notice to effect,” which 
is to be served on the third party? The rule (rule 17 of 


order 16) of the rules of 1875, contained the s, ‘‘ where a defendant is 
or claims to be entitled to contribution or indemnity, or exy ether remedy or 
relief over against any other person,” the words > italics being omitted 


from the t rule, The enforce against the 
dotsedanh Company some bala. aqueseands edhaheg:reunt aaa 
Birmingham. The agreements been entered into by the plaintiffs 


with some trustees, who were then the owners of the land. 
nhechababerger tertile pbenabebmdy yong be oy A cb 


incumbrances, alleging that the yore vy the 
forteited. The its ht to restrain the 


anaes oes 
interfering with the land, defendant company applied to Chitty, J., 
for leave to serve a third party notice on the trustees on the ground that, 
as they had contracted to sell the land to the 


pany 
Chitty, J., held that there was no right to 


did not apply (ene 3 
Tux Oltes 2 ph ey (Correx, 


Bo and Frx, 
decision. Corrox, LJ., wes of opinion thet the word “ ehied, 
the rule phones A, gate: on ALK express or 
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not sted that there was wn express contract. It might well be that, 
if the plaintiffs succeeded in this action, the railway company would be 
able to recover damages against the trustees for breach of contract or 
P tation. No doubt, if one person requested another todo a 
certain act, and, by reason of his doing it, he suffered loss, the law implied 
a contract by the first person to indemnify him. In the present case his 
lordship could not see what request could be said to have been made by 
the trustees to the railway company, unless in every case of a sale of 
there was an implied contract of indemnity on the part of the 
vendor. That, however, was not the law. There was no contract for 
indemnity in the present case, and, however convenient it might be to 
bring in the trustees, there was no power under rule 48 to authorize 
the serving of a third party notice on them. Bowen, L.J, said 
that the present rule was intended to cut down the old rule. 
In the present case the defendants had no right except that which 
arose out of the express contract of sale. The rule was limited to 
claims to indemnity, as such, at law or in equity. In nine cases out of 
ten such a right must be created either by express contract or by implied 
contract. Such a contract might be implied either on the ground that the 
parties intended it, though they did not say so expressly, or because there 
was a legal duty or obligation which law or equity would assist the parties 
to enforce. There might possibly be a tenth case where a statute gave a 
right to indemnity, and possibly there might be some other direct right 
in equity to indemnity not coming within the previous cases. Buta right 
to was clearly not a right to an indemnity as such. It was the 
converse. It arose out of the breach of a contract, and was not a provision 
of the contract. In cases of principal and agent the law implied an obli- 
mn on the part of the principal to indemnify the agent who acted on 
s request against loss, and this was not confined to cases of 
principal and agent. But it would be idle to maintain that, in the 
case of a contract for sale, there was any such request. Fry, L.J., 
concurred. He was of opinion that the rule intended a direct right 
at law or in equity to indemnity as such, which must not be 
confounded with a right to damages for breach of contract or for tort. 
There might be cases of a right to indemnity not founded on either con- 
tract or statute, but in any case it must be a direct simple right to in- 
demnity as such. In the present case the defendants had no right to 
Padget but damages for breach of an express contract.—CovnszL, 
Ince, QC., and 0. Leigh Clare; Romer, Q.C., and Woodroffe. Soxicrrors, 
C. H. Mason ; Robinson, Preston, $ Stow. 7 





SOUTH WALES MINERAL RAILWAY CU. v. DAVIES—C. A. No. 2, 
8th December. 


Pgractice—Mortios to vary Mixcres or OnpER—ALTERATION OF OrnpER— 
Srarkixe ovr UnpEeRTakINe. 


This was a motion to vary the minutes of a previous order of the Court 
of Appeal. The appeal was from an inj mastion against the defendant, 
and the order, as drawn up by the registrar, con‘ained an undertaking by 
the defendant to allow the plaintiff to enter on his land to remove some 
earth which he had been restrained from allowing to remain there. The 
defendant desired to have the undertaking struck out, on the ground 
that his counsel were not authorized to give any undertaking on his behalf. 

Tue Cover or Arrzat (Corton, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the 

, Corrox, L.J., said that the motion was only to vary the 
minutes, not to discharge the order as erroneous. On a motion to vary 
minutes the court ought not to go into any question but whether the 
minutes correctly expressed the real decision of the court. In the present 
case his lordship was of opinion that the minutes, as given out by the 

» accurately expressed the order which the court made. The 
court was asked to treat the motion as one to relieve the defendant from 
his burden. If that were done, the whole order would go. Such a matter 
could not rly be brought before the court on the present motion. 
Bowes, L.J., eaid that it was a very important rule of practice that the 
only question which could be discussed un a motion to vary minutes was 
whether the intention of the court had been correctly expressed. Fry, 
LJ., concurred.—Covnsst, Pearson, Q.C., and J. Chester; Sargant. 
Sonsctrons, J. J. ¢ C. J. Allen ; Norton, Rose, § Norton. 


LEVER & CO. «. GOODWIN BROS.—Chitty, J., 2nd December. 


Parests, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64—Tuapve-Manx—Faxcy Woups—Tur Se.r- 
Wasnex Soar. 

_ This was an action between rival vendors of soap, in which the plain- 
tiffs Claimed an injunction to restrain infringement of their senttened 
‘The Self-Washer,” as « mark for soap. Amongst the 

advantages described by the plaintiffs on their wrappers as belonging to 
their soap was that of ite work when let . The defendant's 
was sold under the terms of “‘self-washing.” The plaintiffs also 

ed an injunction to restrain the defendants from selling the soap of 

the ee packets, wrappers, &., similar to those used by the 

Chasers, 


plaintiffs, to the of pur 
Currry, J., said that the words claimed by the plaivtifis as a trade- 
mark were, notwithstanding their grammatical absurdity, not “ 


words notin common use” within the Petents, &., Act, 1883, s. 6A, so 
as to be within the protection of the Act. There was some evidence of 
commen use, and also they were descriptive of the qualities of the ; 
That such was the cove was thewn in the description of their soap given 
| pa themerlves. The plaintiffs, therefore, could not set up 
Snark. They were, however, entitled to an injunction in respect 

the dclendant’s mistepresentation, for the defendants had made an 
attempt to obtain the bencfit of the plaintiffs extensive trade by means 
mieepresentation.—Covxert, Romer, L., Lockwood, 1.C., ana J. Cutler ; 











Aston, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey. Soxictrors, Salaman ; Emmet, Son, § 
Stubbs, for A. § G. W. Fox, Manchester. 
HARGRAVE v. KETTLEWELL—Chitty, J., 4th December. 


Funp 1x Cournt—PayMent ovT—OarRYING OVER SHARE OF BENEFICIARY TO 
Separate Account—TItT.e or ACcouNT. 


This was a petition for — out of part of a fund, and it was 
8 


proposed to carry over the share of one of the peneficiaries to the account 
of such beneficiary ‘‘or his incumbrancers.’’ It was stated that there 
were ne incumbrancers of the beneficiary’s share. 

Currry, J., said that it would not be right to add the words, ‘‘ or his 
incumbrancers,’’ and such words must be omitted. There were, in fact, 
no incumbrancers; and, if the words were added, when the bencficiary 
came to apply hereafter for payment out, he would be put to the 
unnecessary expense and trouble in proving that there were no incum- 
brancers.—CounsgeL, Godefroi ; Warrington. 


MOORE v. MORTON—Chitty, J., 4th December. 


Mortcacor AND MortcacEE—Foreciosurg AcTIon AGAtnst SUBSEQUENT 
INCUMBRANCERS AFTER JUDGMENT ALREADY OBTAINED AGAINST MorTGAGoR, 


This was an action by a first mortgagee for foreclosure against the 
second and third mortgagees. It appeared that the plaintiff, without 
knowledge of subsequent incumbrancers, had already obtained against 
the mortgagor a foreclosure judgment nisi, but that the chief clerk’s 
certificate had not yet been made. The present action now coming on for 
motion for judgment, the plaintiff stated that, although it was possible 
that the second mortgagee might redeem, there was no probability of 
the mortgagor doing so. 

Currry, J., said that, as the mortgagor was not a party to the present 
action, he could not make an order in it, and ordered the motion to stand 
over, with liberty to amend by adding the mortgagor as a defendant.— 
Counset, Gaselee; Farwell; Bunting. Soxtcrrors, Paterson, Snow, § 
Bloxam ; Mathews § Brown ; Hickin § Graham. 


Re COATES TO PARSONS—North, J., 7th December. 


Powzr or aprorntinc New Trustees—Trustee PermManentLy REstpENt 
Axsroap—“ Contixurine Trustes’’—Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. 31. 
In this case a question arose as to the validity of an appointment of a 


new trustee, which purported to be made under the power conferred 
section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Sub-section 1 of section 3 


| provides that where a trustee (inter alia) ‘‘is dead, or remains out of the 


United Kingdom for more than twelve months,” then ‘‘the person or 
persons nominated for this purpose by the instrument, if any, crea’ 
the trust, or, if there is no such person, or no such person able 
willing to act, then the survwing or continuing trustees or trustee for the 
time being, or the personal representatives of the last surviving or con- 
tinuing trustee, may, by-writing, appoint another person or other persons 
to be a trustee or trustees in the place of the trustee dead, remaining 
out of the United Kingdom,’’ &c. And, by sub-section 6, ‘‘ The pro- 
visions of this section relative to a continuing trustee include a a 
or retiring trustee, if willing to act in the execution of the provisions 
this section.”’ In the present case there were eleven trustees of a chapel. 
The deed of trust contained a power of appointing new trustees, but that 

wer did not extend to the case of a trustee remaining out of the United 

ingdom for more than twelve months. One of the eleven trustees died, 
and another remained abroad for more than twelve months, and the 
remaining nine trustees executed a deed by which, in exercise of the power 
conferred by the Conveyancing Act, they appointed a new trustee in the 
place of the trustee who was abroad. The ten trustees entered intos 
contract for the sale of the chapel, and the purchaser took the objection 
that the appointment of the new trustee was invalid, because the original 
trustee who was abroad did not concur in if. A summons was taken 
out by the vendors under the Vendor and Purchaser Act to determine the 
validity of the objection. On behalf of the vendors it wus contended 
that the words “‘ continuing trustee’’ in section 31 included only a trustee 
who was to continue to act in the trusts after the appointment of the new 
trustee should have been made. On behalf of the purchaser it was urged 
that those words included a trustee who was about to retire or to cease to be 
a trustee, but who was “‘ continuing”’ up to the execution of the appoint- 
ment. 

Nortn, J., held that the concurrence of the outgoing trustee was un- 
necessary, and that the appointment was valid. He said that, if he had 
to decide the question with reference to a deed which contained a power 
of appointing new trustees expressed in the words of sub-section 1 of 

31, without anything more, he should follow the decisions of 
Kindersley, V.C., in Travis v. Illingworth (2 D. & 8. 344), aud Pearson, J., 
in Re Norris (27 Ch. D. 338), differing from the opinion expressed by 
Bacon, V.C., in Re Glenny and Hartley (25 Ch. D. 611) (though that 

was not necessary to the decision of the actual case then before 

e Vice-Chancellor), and hold that the words ‘continuing trustee” 
applied only to a trustce who was to continue a trustee after the appoint- 
ment of the new trustee, and that they did not include a trustee who was 
to cease to be a trustee on the execution of the appointment. But, when 
the appointment was made under the statutory power, the point was 
dec by sub-section 6. The provisions of the section as to a ‘‘com- 
tinuing”’ trustee were to ly to a retiring trustee only, if he was 
“ willing to act ia the execution of the spenblene of this section.” In 


the present case there was no evidence that the trustee who was @ 
abroad was willing or competent to act in making the appointment, or 
even that the other trustees knew where he was to be found. Con- 
sequently, the appointment must be held to be valid.—Oounss1, Bunting ; 
E. Ford. Sorscrrons, Ingle, Cooper, ¢ Holmes ; Ponley & Grubbe. 


Dec. 11, 1886. 
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Re CARLYON, CARLYON vo. CARLYON—North, J., 1st December. 
R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 3—Ontematine Summons—Jvnispicrion. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction to determine upon an 
originating summons the nature and extent of an interest in real estate 
iven by a will. A testatrix, who died in 1863, by her will, made in 1861, 
Gevised real estate in such a way as left it doubtful whether T. was 
entitled in fee, or whether it went on the uses of a prior settlement of other 
estates. The testatrix did not appoint any trustees. T. died in 1884, 
having by his will devised his real estate to trustees on trust forsale. A., the 
tenant for life under the settlement, had executed a disentailing deed and 
a re-settlement of the other estates. The summons was issued by the 
trustees of the will of T. as plaintiffs, against A. and the trustees of his 
re-settlement as defendants. The executors of the testatrix were not served 
with the summons. The summons asked for the determination of the 
question whether the estate devised by the will of the testatrix passed by 
the will of T. to his trustees, or to whom, and for what interest, it paseed by 
the will of the testatrix, and whether it was comprised in the re-settlement 
made by A. 

Nortu, J., held that there was no jurisdiction to decide the questions 
upon an originating summons. Rule 3 of order 55 gave jurisdiction to 
determine, without an administration of an estate or trust (inter alia), “ any 
question arising in the administration of the estate or trust.” The power 
extended only to matters which, before the rule, would have been 
determined under an administration judgment, and the questions now 
raised, relating, as they did, to a legal devise, would not then have been 
determined in an action for the administration of the estate of the 
testatrix. The rule would not apply even if the executors of the testatrix 
had been served with the summons.—CounsEn, Napier Higgins, QC., 
and 8. Leeke; P. V. Smith; Chadwyck Healey. Soxtcrtors, Bell, Stewards, 
§ May ; Rose, Johnson, § Co.; E. S. Alderson. 


Re CUNNINGHAM—North, J., 3rd December. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XLI., 5; XLIT., 7—Commrrratc—Personat Service— 
Warver. 


A question arose in this case as to waiver of al service of an 
order, with reference to an application for acommittal for disobedience to an 
order. An order had been made upon a solicitor to deliver a bill of costs. 
The order had not been served on him personally, but had been delivered 
to hi; clerk at his office. This was a motion to commit him for disobedi- 


ence to the order. There had been some correspondence between him, 


and the solicitors of the applicants in relation to the order, and in one of 
his letters he had said, ‘‘ You shall have the bill of costs in a week,’’ but he 
had not carried out this promise. It was argued that this amounted toa 
waiver of personal service of the order. Noxru, J., held that it did not, 
and refused to make an order for committal.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.0., and 4, 4. Terrell ; Cookson, Q.0., and Oswald. Soxicrrors, Cobbold 
& Woolley ; Cunningham. 


VERNON v, HALLAM—Stirling, J., 2nd December. 


Restraint oF Trape—Covenant not To Oarry oN Business UNDER 
ParticuLak NamE—GoopwiILL—AssiGNMENT—SOoLicitInc CusTomErs. 


In this case two questions arose (1) whether an unqualified covenant 
not to carry on a business under a particular name was void as being in 
restraint of trade, and (2) whether the assignor of the goodwill of a 
business can be restrained from soliciting the customers. The defendant 
had, by an indenture dated the 22nd of May, 1884, assigned to the late 
Jabez Vernon the goodwill of the business of a hackle, pin, and wire 
manufacturer carried on by him at the Butterthwaite Works, Eccles- 
field. In that indenture was contuined a covenant by the defendant with 
the said Jabez Vernon that he would not, for the s of five years, 
‘carry on the business of a manufacturer, either by himself, or wowed 
with any other person or persons, under the name or style of John 
or Hallam Brothers.’’ The defendant was employed by Jabez Vernon 
during his life as manager of the business, and afterwards by tbe plain- 
tiff who was the administratrix of Jabez Vernon. On the 8th of Novem- 


m 
og the plaintiff learnt for the first time that the defendant was intending 


on a similar business at Sheffield, and had sent to her customers 
a circular signed Hallam Brothers, informing them that orders and com- 
munications should in future be addressed to Hailam Brothers, hackle, 
pin, and wire manufacturers, 7, Westfield-terrace, Sheffield, and soliciting 
& continuance of their orders. The present action was for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from, among other infringing the 
covenant contained in the assignment, and from g customers of 
the late Jabez Vernon or of the plaintiff. The tiff now moved for 
an interim injunction. It was contended on of the defendant 
that the covenant was a covenant in restraint of = and being unlimited 
in point of space was void. With regard to the soliciting of customers, 
it was argued on behalf of the plaintiff that the case of Labouchere ¥. 
Dawson (20 W. R. 809, 138 Eq. 322) had never been overruled, and that 
the dissent from it expressed in Pearson v. Pearson (82 W. BR. 1006, 27 
Oh. D, 145) amounted merely to dicta not necessary for the decision, 
Srmuto, J., held, on the first point, that the words in the covenant 
“under the said name or style ot John Hallam or Hallam Brothers" 
qualified the whole covenant. It was not a covenant trade but 
net carrying on a trade under a particular name. No authority had been 
ted to shew that such a covenant came within the rule which applied to 
covenants in restraint of trade, The defendant was at feot Iberty to 
employ his talents, industry, or capital in any undertaking he 
oer He was only restrained from doing so under a name. 
he plajmtiff was eptitied to an injunction in this With regard 








to the second point his lordship said that Pearson v. Pearson distinctly over- 
ruled Laboucherev. Dawson. Cotton and Lindley, L.JJ., expressly founded 
their — u this, that Labouchere v. Dawson was 

t case of Collier v. Chatuoick Peon this point, a) 
a recent case ier Vv. wie . on ante, p. 
the Court of Appeal had treated +. Denieh tx soma In 
this therefore, the injunction must be refused.—Counsat, J. G. 
Wood ; Vernon R. Smith. mictrors, Peacock ¢ Goddard, fer Vickers, 
Son, $ Brown, Sheffield ; Pritchard Sons, for Webster $ Styring, 


HILL & CO. v. HILL—Kekewich, J., 3rd December. 
Insunction—Breacnu or Covenant not To Carry on TRrape. 


This case raised the question of the meaning of the words “‘ in, or 
he in any way concerned ox Sabernsted tn, ong chafing besinema.” y, 
pr plgerdheweitnr wo oe bebdumr to the Char et sm tote ane 
a export oO went - 
Gatiom, to the commas of Wher tis tanatie the to one Tatham 
as trustee aon Oo ee eee then about to be, and which was, 
shortly afterwards, formed. By an agreement of the 8th of October, 
1883, and made between the trustee in liquidation, the defendant, a’ 
Tatham, the defendant agreed with Tatham, both and on 
behalf of the company, that, so long as the company carry on the 
business, the defendant would not ‘ in, or be in any way concerned 
or interested in, any similar business ten miles of the Royal Ex- 
change, London.” In 1885 the defendant entered, as an employé, the ser- 
vice of B. & Co., who carried on a similar business to that of the plaintiff 
company in the City. This action was brought to restrain the defendant 
from pages pee denn yocny =P Ape breach of the tin 
question. It was urged on behalf of the defendant that no had 
been committed, as the defendant could not, as an employé, be said to be 
** concerned or interested in the business.’”? The ing, other 
cases, were cited :—Barter v. Lewis (30 Souicrrons’ Jovrnat, ), Jones 
v. Heavens (25 W. R. 460, 4 Ch. D. 636), Ward v. Byras (5 M. & W. 548) 
Kexewicn, J. [after dealing with another part of the case}, said: ‘‘ Now as 
to the other point raised, the plaintiff company sue on a covenant in these 
terms :—[His lordship then read the covenant.] The defence is that the 
defendant is only a servant in, and is, therefore, not engaged or concerned 
or interested in a similar business. It is not See 
commerc 


was intended to cover this very case, aud I must it as meaning 
having at do with a similar business, and if he has I think he 
is ‘‘concerned’’ in a similar business. I entirely ion 


cases, not the less that they coincide with my own opinion.—Covcwszt, 
Hemming, Q.0., and Buckley, Q.C.; Farwell. Soxrcrrors, Lawless, Nelson, 
Jones, § King ; Nutt § Savery. 


MARGARY AND ANOTHER ev. ROBINSON—P. D. & A. Div., 7 


Wit — Execution — ATrEsTaTIoN BY INiTiaALs — MARK IX MIDDLE OF 
Waritrxne—Wruius Act, 1837 (1 Vier. c. 26), ss. 9, 20—Lonp Sr. 
Lzonarps’ Act (15 & 16 Vicr. c. 24), s. 1. 

Judgment was om in this case, which had been tried before the Pre- 
sident of the Di without a jury. The plaintiffs 

executors, the will and codicil of the Rev. Thomas 

the 24th of November, 1885. The defendant, by her statement of defence 

admitted of codicil 
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was a sufficient attestation, and that the subsequent erasure of those 
initials was ineffective, because a will or codicil can be revoked only in 
one of the ways mentioned in section 20 of the Wills Act, 1837—namely, 
by another will or codicil, or a duly executed writing declaring an inten- 
tion to revoke, or by burning, tearing, or destroying, by or in the presence 
of the testatcr, with the intention of becking It remained for the court 
to consider the question, Whether the position of the testator’s mark in 
the middle of the writing was consistent with an intention to give testa- 
mentary effect to it? at question depended upon the provisions of 
section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837, and of section 1 of Lord St. Leonards’ Act. 
In this case, although there was room for the mark at the end of the 
writing, it was not “placed at or after or following or under or beside or 
opposite to the end of the will” within the latter enactment. He there- 
fore held that the court would not be justified in admitting any part of 
the words written upon the card to probate, especially having regard to 
the authority of the case of Sweetland v. Sweetland (48 & T. 6), where Lord 
Penzance said :—‘‘ The court would not be justified in fixing upen a sig- 
nature in the midst of what the testator intended as his will, treating it 
as an execution of all that preceded it, and granting probate of so much 
of the will to the disregard of the remainder.’”” He pronounced in favour 
of the will and the first codicil, but against the codicil propounded by the 
defeidant, but he directed that the defendant should have ber costs out 
of the estate.—Covnsrt, Bayford, Q.C., and Middleton ; Lockwood, Q.C., 
and Searle. Soxicrrors, Saxton & Son; C. F. Martelli. 


In the Goods of TURNER—P. D. & A. Div., 7th December. 


ApuinistraTion—Marrisp Woman—Banxrurtcy or Hvsnanp—GRrant 
ro Trustes—Srecia, Crrcumstances—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vicr. c. 52), ss. 44, (ii. —Propare Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vier. c. 77), 8. 73. 
This was an application for a grant of administraticn to the trustee in 

bankruptcy of the husband of an intestate. The only asset of the deceased 

was a policy of insurance on her life for the sum of £20 with the Pruden- 
tial ce Co. Shortly after her death her husband absconded, and 
he was afterwards adjudicated a tankrupt. In support of the application 
for a grant of administration to the husband’s trustee in bankruptcy 
reliance was placed upon section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, under 
which the property of a bankrupt divisible amongst his creditors is to 
include “‘ the capacity to exercise and to take proceedings for exercising 

Pere pate in or over or in respect of property as might have been 

exercised for his own benefit at the commencement of his bankruptcy or 

before bis discharge,’ and on section 168 which defines “ property” as 

including ‘‘obligations.” It was also contended that, under section 73 

of the Probate Act, 1857, a grant of administration could be made to the 

husband's trustee in bankruptcy without citing the husband himself. 
Bort, J., held that the husband's right of administration was not such 


or capacity to exercise power over property as would pass to | 


a property 
his trustee in bankruptcy under section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
which section ap d to be limited in its terms to powers which the 
bankrupt could have exercised for his own benefit, but a right to a grant 
of administration was not necessarily 20 exerciseable. He thought, 
however, that the case was one for a grant under section 73 of the Probate 
Act, 1857. The only difficulty arose from the husband not having been 
cited, but, having regard to the small amount of the wife’s estate, he 
should make the grant to the trustee in bankruptcy without citing the 
himself. —Covnser, 2. H. Pritchard. Soxscrtons, Doyle § Son, 
for Walmsicy & Kay, Darwen. 


PURRETT AND GREEN c. THE DUKE OF BEDFORD—Leighton 
Buzzard County Court, Judge Whigham, 14ta Octob2r, 11th November. 


32 & 33 Vict. c. 41, s. 16— Poon Rare—Laxptogp axy Texaxnt—Occurien. 

The plaintiffs, as executors of George Green, claimed £10 4s, 4d., the 
aepkill, Be proportion of 2 poor rate made for the Parish of Millbrook, 
Am Bedfordshire, in respect of the Warren Farm, in their occupa- 


tion till the 29th of September, 1385, when possession was given to | 


the defendant, who then succeeded them and came into occupation. 


Counsel for the plaintiffs said that on the 29th of September, 1385, when | 


the plaintiffs gave up ion, the overseers bad then in hand an un- 
balance of £91 19s. Warren Farm paid one-ninth part of the 

poor rate of the parish. The plaintiffs now claimed of the defendant, 

as agg ger ae a 

—viz., £1045. 4d 

as be succeeded to the sccupation. Secondly, it was the custom of the 

country that unexpended poor rate was always allowed to the outgoin 

tenant when the amount of the valuation was paid tohim by the lauded 


that such valuation wes made and the amount thereof was paid by the | 


dclendant to the plaintiffs, but the unexpended poor rate now claimed was 


omitted by an oversight. Counsel for the defendant contended that the | 


defendant never was the occupier—there was an incoming tenant, Mr. 
George, who worked the falicws from May, 1885, and he was con- 
steactively in occupation from May to 29th of September, when he took 
actual possession ; there was no vacant occupancy. The rate was assessed 
~~ the occupier, occupation was the test of flability to pey rate. All 

Poor ates Asscesment Acts, from 43 Pili. c. 2, 6. 1, to 45 & 46 Vict. 
€. %, fixed the liability upon the occupier ; the owner of the fee could not be 
liable unless in ccenpation. If the defendant were held to have been in 
covapation by virtue of the surrender to him on the 29th of September of 
the remsiader of the term by the plaintiffs, section 16 of 32 & 33 Vict. 
en the from recovering, since it enacted that the over- 
ad enter in the tate book the name of the person who succeeds 





or comes into the occupation. In Hare v. Churchwardens and Overseers of 
Putney (45 L. T. N.8. 337) the Court of Appeal, affirming Pollock, B., 
and Hawkins, J., held that it is a condition precedent to the liability 
of the incoming occupier for a proportion of the rate that his name be 
on the rate book, and that the outgoing occupier is liable for the whole 
rate until somebody else is substituted. It was admitted by the plaintiffs 
that neither the defendant’s name nor Mr. George’s name was on the rate 
book. If there be a vacant occupation, and no ee” occupier, 
Overseers of St. Werburg, Derby v. Hutchinson (42 L. T. N. 8. 153), 
in 1880, decided that the outgoing occupier was liable for the whole 
of the rate, but 45 & 46 Vict. c. 20, s. 3 (1882), enacted that the outgoing 
occupier, where there is no incoming occupier, is liable only for the proportion 
of the rate up to the time of his delivering up possession. But this was not 
in point, as plaintiffs did not rest their claim on vacant occupation, but on 
occupation by defendant. As to the custom of the country, the custom 
could not override the statute. The plaintiffs’ lease contained a covenant for 
payment by defendant of tithe rent-charge, land, and property tax only, 
and a covenant for payment by plaintiff of a// rates, taxes, and other out- 
goings whatsoever, Parliamentary, parochial, or otherwise, now or here- 
after to be taxed, rated, or charged upon the holding, or any part thereof, 
or on the defendant or plaintiff in respect thereof (excepting those 
covenanted to be paid by the defendant). These covenants, it was con- 
tended, conclusively relieved the defendant of any liability to pay the 
plaintiffs’ claim. 

Judge Wuicnam delivered the following judgment: —TI took time to 
consider the judgment to be given in this case, in hopes that in the interval 
since last court day I might hear that some arrangement had been made 
to satisfy the executors of Mr. Green as to the £10 4s. 4d. in repayment 
of the unexpended proportion of poor rate. I intimated that it seemed 
to me clear that the executors should have the required return—not, 
indeed, from the Duke of Bedford as owner of the inheritance of the farm 
(the Warren Farm, Millbrook), but from the person or persons who might 
at law be held to have been the actual occupier, or occupiers, of the said 
farm to the 29th of September, 1885. At the outset of the inquiry (last 
court day) it was contended that the Duke of Bedford, having accepted a 
virtual surrender of the remaining interest or term of the executorsin the 
farm, he, the duke, was remitted to his paramount estate as owner in fee, 
or otherwise, of the inheritance. It was not until the case had been more 
fully developed that it appeared that there had been an incoming tenant, 
designate, in Mr. George, who, in fact, had entered, as is customary in 





proportionate return of the amount paid by them | 
The plaintiffs contended that the defendant was liable, : 


such cases on the fallows, in May, 1885, before the ultimate or final end 
| ef the executors’ holding the 29th of September, 1885; and immediately 
| thereon Mr. George entered into full, entire, and actual possession of all 
| that Mr. Green, the testator, or his executors, the present plaintiffs, ever 
held. That being so, there always had been an actual occupier of the 
farm—the outgoing, and then immediately the incoming, tenant. The 
Duke of Bedford was never actually or constructively the ‘‘ terre-tenant,”’ 
consequently was never liable as occupier. It is the occupier of the land, 
and no other, who is responsible for the rate assessed on the land for the 

rrate. The cases which have been cited by the defendant’s counsel 
are clear on the subject. The authorities on which he relied—viz., The 
Overseers of St. Werburg, Derby v. Hutchinson; Hare ¥. Churchwardens and 
Overseers of Putney ; and 32 & 33 Vict. c. 41, s. 16—are conclusive. I have 
now, therefore, to give judgment for the defendant, with taxed costs to 
the defendant, to be paid by plaintiffs in a fortnight.—Covnset, Rolland ; 
Cooper-Wyld. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wed- 
| nesday, the 8th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors 
| present were Mesers. W. Beriah Brook, Edwin Hedger, Grinham Keen, 
| R. Pidcock (Woolwich), J. Anderson Rose, Sidney Smith, F. T. Veley 
(Chelmsford), W. M. Walters, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secre- 
tary) A sum of £290 was distributed in grants of relief, five new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business was 
| transacted. 








GLOUCZSTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 
The following circular has been issued to the members of this society :— 
Conpitions oy Sare—Avcrion Fess, 

The committee desire to bring under your notice the following resolu- 
tion which was passed at the last annual general meeting of the Society: ~ 

“That this society recommends the discontinuance of the practice of 
charging purchasers with auctioneers’ fees at auction sales.”’ 

This resolution was adopted after full discussion and atter the attention 
of the members generally had been called to the subject in the report of 
the committee issued prior to general meeting, in the following terms: 

“The attention of the committee has again been called to the use of 
conditions of sale imposing on purchasers the payment of auctio 
fees, and they have given a promise to members of the society to refer to 
the subject in this report with a view to taking the sense of the general 
meeting upon it. 

‘It will be remembered that the society has distinctly discountenanced 
the use of conditions charging contract fees to purchasers, »nd that in the 
me of the committee adopted in the years 1482 and 1883, resolutions 
the Incorporated Law Society and of the practitioners at Gloucester 
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and Bristol Pp apened charging purchasers with auctioneers’ fees were 
referred to with approval. It is believed that the practice of charging 
contract fees is now generally abandoned, but some members of the 
society still charge auctioneers’ fees to purchasers, and it ap’ to the 
committee desirable that a distinct recommendation on the latter point 
should be given by the society for the guidance of 1ts members.”’ 

Under these circumstances the resolution may be taken to express the 
considered opinion of the society, and the committee, therefore, venture 
to hope that it will be acted upon by all the members of th: society, and 
that they will use their influence with non-members to induce them to 
follow the same course, so that the practice of the profession may become 
uniform in this district, and at the same time be Trought into harmony 
with the practice in London and elsewhere. 

Yours ge 
E. W. Coren, Hon. Sec. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
November, 1886. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

First Cuass. 

Myer Samuel Nathan, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joel Emanuel, 

of London. 
Szconp Cuass. 
[In alphabetical order. } 

Walter Heywood Blears, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Lister Farrar, of Messrs. Farrar & Hall, of Manchester. 

John Edward Corbould, who served his clerkship with Mr. Vallance 
Riget Leonard, Mr. James Cochrane, and Mr. Francis Sturge, all of 
Bristol. 

Edward Alfred Crabb, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Walter 
ne of Plymouth, and Messrs. Surr, Gribble, Bunton, & Gribble, of 

ndon. 

Frederick Isaac Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Gervaise Boxall, of the firm of Messrs. Boxall & Boxall, of London. 

Thomas Sproat, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Dickiason, of 
the firm of Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, Lightbound, and Dickinson, of Liver- 


pool. 
Ellis Letham Talbot, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
gag of Kidderminster, and Mr. Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence, of Lon- 

on. 

Tutrp Oxass. 
[In alphabetical order.] 

Wilmot Edward Elmslie, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alexander 
Forsyth, of the firm of Messrs, Elmslie, Forsyth, & Elmslie, of London. 

Harry Oartwright Hart, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Curtis, of London. 

Arthur Henry Hebbert, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Walford, of Birmingham. 

Charles Albert Jacques, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Pea- 
cock, of Manchester. 

Thomas Lambert, who served his clerkship with Mr. Shaftoe Robson, 
of Gateshead. 

Walter Lambert, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stephen Wood- 
bridge, of the firm of Messrs. Stephen Woodbridge & Sons, of London. 

George Harry Willis, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
George William Haines and Mr. Thomas Charles Rickhuss Taynton, of 
Gloucester, and Mr. Frederick Augustus Knight Doyle, of London. 

The council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Nathan—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 25 guineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes, 

Thirty-seven candidates attended the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society, held at the Law Institution, on Tues- 
day, the 7th inst. (Mr. R. L. Devonshire in the chair), the question 
~ the paper for discussion was: ‘‘ That, in view of the condition of 

airs in the East, a defensive confederation of the Belkan States is 
desirable.” Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler opened the debate in the affirmative, 
and was followed on the same side by Messrs. T. W. Williams, W. L. 
Evans, Percy Bone, G. A, Riddell, Wooleombe, Lioyd-Jcnes, and Foden- 
Pattinson, and opposed by Mr. J. D. Crawford. On the chairman putting 
the motion to the society it was carried by a majority of thirteen votes. 
There were forty-three gentlemen present, and the debate terminated 
at 9.45, 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


On the 26th ult. this society held a small social frthering of its mem- 
bers at Anderton's Hotel, Mr. W. 8. Shirley, M.P., in the chair, The 
evening commenced with a dinner, and was followed by an im 

smoking concert. On the 20th ult, Mr, Ma ev that the 


should declare ‘‘ That it was desirable in the interests of Great Britain to 
place the Greeks at ** He was opposed by 
and many others, and in the the 
seven votes. On the 6th inst., after various business questions had been 
discussed, including the carrying of a vote of thanks to the Law Institu- 
tion for the use of the debating-room, an impromptu debate was organized, 
which was well sustained. 


PRESTON LAW DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Preston Law 
Library on the 26th ult., Mr. J. Tomlinson, solicitor, in the chair. The 


report of the committee was read by the hon. (Mr. T. B. Lady- 
man). It appeared therefrom that the number of mem on the roll was 
sixty-one, of whom thirty-four were and twenty- 


seven 
ordinary members. At the termination of last session there 
sixty members, cons 
porn LB eyed wpb ve cn 
e special meetings have been as against twen 
fhe session, at which the average “¢ 
compared wi seid cate teen ae Three of the general 
mee were over by barristers, -three 
eae on ee remaining twenty 


two lL eanyee venty-two 

of which forty-six had been by committee-men and twenty- 
six by non-committee-men. t system continued to work well. During 
the year the following members of the had been successful at the 
Incorporated Law Society’s viz., Intermediate: Messrs, 


examinations — 
J. Bell, W. Breakell, G. Cartwright, T. H. Clarke, R. P. 
T. D. Penrice; Final: Messrs. W. Bramwell, 8. 
and A. T, Plant. Mr. R. A. McNab passed the 
tothe bar. During the session four joint debates had- 
Lancaster and two with Blackburn and 


and one left open. The Preston Society will, d 
complete the 100th year of its existence, the original 
having been foun in 1787. 


? 

le 

lt 
re 


various gentlemen who had occupied the chair, to those who, as honorary 
members, contributed to its finances, and to the Preston Law Society for 
their continued kindness in allowing the members the free use of their 
room. The adoption of the report was then moved by Mr. Penrice and 


seconded by Mr. Livesey. Mr. J. 
his audited balance-sheet, 
were then a ted :—President, Mr. T. Humber, barrister-at- 
secretaries, Messrs. T. B. 
Walter Breakell; committee, Messrs. J. Bell, T. 

man, W. Preston, and the hon. secretaries and treasurer. A vote of 

was then given to the gentlemen who had acted as officers during the 
session, and also to the chairman for presiding. The proceedings were then 
brought to a termination. 
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BRISTOL LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


on ‘‘ Fraud in relation to Contract” were read by Mr. H. 

on behalf of Mr. J. E. Corbould) and Mr. E. R. Tanner. she neeee 

ote i Me Gi Detain Bl The second meeting was 

on October 26, Mr. G. H. D. solicitor, in the chair. Two new 

members were elected. The subject for debate was: ‘‘A. to 
B. as soon as ©. (A.’s father) dies. During C.'s A. 
es another woman; she dies before ©. B., on the death of A.’s 

wife, sues him for the breach of his 0 ae ben NO See 

renprempieen fen pe HBF. A. that before 

he was ready willing to marry B., that he still is. Can she re- 

cover d ? (Frost v. Knight, 26 L. T. T7; Donoghue ¥. Marshall, 32 

L. T. 310; v. McKenzie, 24 L. I. 363)"”—which was opened in the 

ofirmotion by Me. . 3. Hawes Bo neqnies vee tnhen. cn We Pea 

Taylor, and the debate was carried on by Messrs. J. L. V. S. Williams 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joux Barcvy, Metropolitan Police Magistrate, died at Huyton, 
Lancashire, on the 6th inst. Mr. Balguy was the eldest son of Mr. John 
Balguy, G.C., who was for many years a commissioner in bankruptcy, 
and was born in 1821. He was educated at Eton and at Merton College, 
Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter 
Term, 1848. He formerly practised on the Midland Circuit. He was 
for several years stipendiary magistrate for the Potteries District, and in 
1874 he was appointed magistrate at the Greenwich and Woolwich Police- 

. Mr. Balguy had presided over several maritime inquiries as 
Commissioner of Wrecks, and he had obtained a high reputation as a 
sound criminal lawyer and an efficient magistrate. He was a magistrate 
for Kent, Staffordshire, and Derbyshire. Mr. Balguy was married in 
1858 tothe daughter of Mr. James William Ogle, of Beckenham. 


Mr. Groncz Mantey Wetuenrriz.p, solicitor, of 2, Gresham-buildings, 
died at his residence, Highbury- grove, on the Ist inst. Mr. Wetherfield 
was born in 1820. He was admitted a solicitor in 1847, and he had 

for nearly forty years in the City of London. He was in 
partnership with his son, Mr. Frederick George Manley Wetherfield, who 
was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He was a commissioner to administer 
caths in the Supreme Court of Judicature and in the Stannaries Courts, 
and a perpetual commiesioner for the county of Middlesex and the cities 
of London and Westminster. Mr. Wetherfield had an extensive practice 
in the City of London Court. 


The Right Hon. Acroy Suez Ayrton, barrister, who died at Bourne- 
mouth on the Ist inst., at the age of seventy, was the third eon of Mr. 
Frederick Ayrton, of Bombay, and was born in 1816. He was formerly 
in practice as a solicitor at Bombay, and he was called to the bar at 
Grayz-inn in Easter Term, 1853. In 1852 he unsuccessfully contested 
the Tower Hamlets in the Radical interest, but he was returned for that 





constituency in 1857, and again in 1859, 1865, and 1868. He became a 
frequent speaker in the House of Commons, especially as an advocate of | 
economy, and in December, 1868, on the formation of Mr. Gladstone’s | 
First Government, he was appointed Financial Secre to the Treasury. 
About a year later he succeeded Mr. Layard in the office of First | 
Commissioner of Pablic Works and Buildings, and was sworn in asa 
member of the Privy Council. As First Commissioner he was very un- 
popular, owing to his zeal for economy and his somewhat aggressive 
manner in Parliament. In 1873 he was removed to the office of Judge 
Advocate General, and in March, 1874, he retired with his party, having 
in the previous month failed to secure re-election for the Tower Hamlets. 
At the General Election of last year Mr. Ayrton unsuccessfully contested 
the Mile End Division of the Tower Hamlets. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rosgzt Berry, LL D., barrister and advocate, has been appointed 
Sheriff of hire in succession to the late Mr. Francis William Clark. 
Mr. Berry is the second son of Mr. William Berry, of Tayfield, Fifeshire, and 
was born in 1825. He was formerly a Fellow of Trinity College, 

i where he graduated as a wrangler and also in the first class 
of the ical tripos in 1848, and he is an honorary LL.D. of the 
University of Edinburgh. He was admitted a member of the Faculty of 
Advocates in Scotland in 1851, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Teusple in Trinity Term, 1853. Mr. Berry was secretary to the 
Scotch Universities Commission, and he has been professor of the Law of 
Scotland in the University of Glasgow since 1867. 

Sir Ricnarp Nicnoias Howazp, solicitor, of Weymouth and Portland, 
has been elected an Alderman for the Borough of Weymouth. Sir R. 
Howard >= cere agra aay 34 in 1855. He has pea epee a 
mayor of Weymouth, a few months ago, during his mayoralty, 
he received the honour of knighthood. Sir R. Howard is coroner for the 
island of Portland. 

Mr. Jonx Wurrworrn, solicitor, of Ashton-under-Lyne, has been 
——— a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 


Mr. warp Terris Warren, solicitor, of Ilminster, Somerset, has 
oj — a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 


of 

Mr. Hexxy J. Mui, of Norwich, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths. Mr. Mills was admitted in 1580, and is deputy-coroner 
for the city of Norwich. 








PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


Gaoncz Dvenaxr Averex and Muixer Jvrsvu, solicitors (Depree, 
Austen, & Juteum), 3, Church-court, Old Jewry, and 24, Finsbury- 
pavement, London. Aug. 9, (Gazette, Dec. 7.] 





GENERAL. 


The members of the South-Eastern Circuit will entertain the Solicitor- 
General (Sir FAward Clarke, 0.C , M.P.), at a complimentary dinner at 
the Holborn Restaurant on the 20th inst., in celebration of his appoint- 
ment as one of the law officers of the Crown. 

It is understood that the hearing of House of Lord appeals would not 
continued after rw: Bae the judicial members of the House of 
will rise for the vacation. cmt ene bag: nme 

will, it is expected, be resumed about the middle of January 


YH 





‘ 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL COURT APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon.,Dec, 13 Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington Mr, Beal Mr. Pugh 
Tuesday, Ae “ Tomberton Jackson Leach pare 
n 1 oe Carrington Beal Pug! 
Thursday » 16 Clowes Jackson Leach Lavie 
Friday ...... 17 Tackson Carrington Beal Pugh 
Saturday .. 18 Carrington Jackson Leach Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, December ...13 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes Mr. King 
MINNIE -exsccsovesnivenesees 14 Ward Koe Godfrey 
Pemberton Clowes King 
Ward Koe . Godtrey 
Pemberton Clowes King 
Ward Koe Godfrey 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—F R1DAyY, Dec. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. , 

Privce’s Racquet AND TENNIS CLUB Co, LamTED.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 30, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on Decil. Cave & Co, 
Gracechurch st, solors for petner < 

Star CaB Co, LiwiTep.—Creditors are poguaee’, on or before Jan 5, t» send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Paul 
Alfred Boulton, 394, King William st. Saturday, Jan 15, at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 4 

Lune Supping Co, Luwtrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, direc‘ed 
to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at St George’s Hall, Liverpoo', on 
Monday, Dec 13. Mason & Grierson, Liverpool, solors for petners ‘ 

Serron Hosiery Co, LiwiTrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 29, direcs21 

be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Monday, Dec 13, at 10,30, at St Georg )’s 
Hall, Liverpool, Winder, Bolton, solors for petners 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 
BRISTOL CHANNEL STEAM TOWING AND TRAWLING Co, LIMITED.—Cr>:ditors are 
required, on or before Dec 28, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Robert Bear, 12, Tredegar place, 
Newport, Monmouth. Wednesday, Jan 5, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 2 
H. F. Van & Co, Luwirep.—By an order made by North, J., dated Nov 27, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger lane, 
solors for petners 
SoutH WALEs (SIEMENS’ PaTENT) GLASS MANUFACTURING Co, LimITED.—Petn 
for win up, presented Dec 3. directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on 
Saturday 18. Warriner & Kinch, Dashwood House, Broad st, agents for 
Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Past OFFICERS’ LODGE FOR THE LEEDS DISTRICT OF THE U.O. FREE GARDENERS’ 
FRIENDLY Society, Beehive Inn, . Nov 29 
Roya Forest Lopez, L. and 1.0.0.F., Chetwynds’ Arms Inn, Brocton, Stafford, 
Dec 1 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
CATHOLIC BroTHERS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, St Mary’s School, Haslingden, Lan- 
caster. Dec 3 








NoTIcEs TO CREDITORS UNDER TRUSTEES RELIEF Act, for insertion in the 

Gasette or any prunes, foeuie be sent to Harrison and Sons, Pub- 

lishers London Gazette, 45, St. ’s-lane, W.O. The Gazette is published every 
Tuesday and Friday.—({ApDvT.} 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLAIM, 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 26, 1886. 

Dunn, ANDREW, Guildford rd, South Lambeth, Iron Merchant. Dec 23, Caine 

v. Hawkins, Chitty,J. Hicklin & Co, Trinity oa. South wark 
LANCASTER, THOMAS, Forest gate, Essex, Retired Publican. Jani. Hamilton v. 

Smith, Kay, J. Crosse v. Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Pune, oon Wibsey, York. Dec3i. H v. Priestley, North, J. Morris, 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Nov. £0, 1886, 
Along, WuksAs, Brighton. Dec 23, Patching v. Alger, Chitty, J. Oheeseman, 
t 


m 
Rots, Gzorce, Canterbury, Butcher. Dec 23, Haycock v. Rolls, Kay, J- 
Collard, Canterbu 


WALTERS, DANIEL, cod, Bedwellty, Monouth, Licensed Victualler. Dec 2%, 
Webb v. Lewis, »J. Jones, Cardiff 


London Gazette.—FRipay, Dec. 3. 

Batty, ALFRED Hzap, College ter, South Hampstead, Advertising Agent. Dec 
at. Baily v Baily, Chitty. J. Rogers, Great Winchester st 

Buck, James, Great all, Essex, Dealer. Jan1, Unwin v Buck, North, J, 


Gave, Say, All te, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 31. Neep v Johnson, 
y. J. 


y Ward, Lynn 
Hiscox, Gronox, Wisbech, Cambridge. Dec 22, Stamford, Spalding, and Boston 
Banking Co, Limited v Hiscox, Stirling, J. Wilkinson, Coleman st 
Parker, Geonce Gwyn. Downs pk ny, Hackney, Merchant. Jan 3. Law 





R li, & Co v Parker, North, J. n, Gutter lane, Cheapside 
Warnins, Hownnt, Lianfaes, B . ger. Jan 3. Rees v Smith, 
Chitty, J. Cobb, Brecon 


W160", Joum, Birmingham, Brassfounder. Jan 4, Rooker v Wilson, North, J. 
Powell, Birmingham 








ice 


tice 
CH. 


D, pre- 


i their 
> Paul 
ted for 


rec‘ed 
90', on 


recs21 
org }3 


yrs are 
he par- 
' place, 
og and 


, it was 
r lane, 


.—Petn 


, J On 
nts for 


.ENERS’ 


tafforJ. 


n, Lan- 


in the 
ne, Pub- 
d every 


Caine 
nilton Vv. 


Morris, 


2eseMany, 
Kay, J- 
Dec 2%, 


ent. Dec 
North, J. 
Johnson, 
1d Boston 
it 

3, Law 
‘le 


vy Smith, 
North, J. 





1886. 


Dec. It, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 115 





a 











London Gasette.—TuESDAY, Dec. 7. 

BRowne: Joun BEALE, Salperton, oe ime Dec3i1, Browne v Cancellor, 
ag J. Scadding, @ Gordon st, Gordon 

PoWELL, JosEPH JamMES, Camberwell New hy Licensed Victualler, Jan 10. 
Powell v iy Powell, Stirling, J. Freeman, Gutter lane, Cheapside 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gazette.—Friday, Nov. 26. 


BaTHo, WILtIAM FoTHERGILL, Victoria chbrs, Westminster, Civil Engineer. 
Dec 20. James, Victoria chbrs, Westminster 
ey Joun ScurR, Whitby, York, Boot Maker. Dec 21. Smith, Flower- 


a a PERCIVAL, Davos Platz, Switzerland, Gent. Jan 31. Oopping, God- 
liman st, Doctor’s commons 
Carr, EDWARD, Rev, LL.D., Liverpool. Dec 31. Thomas, St Helens 


Corny, Hamar, Birmingham, Manufacturer’s Clerk. Dec 31. Russell, Birming- 
Dawsor, Tomas PHILLIPS, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Gent. Jani. Payne & Frod- 


, Liverpool 
Dovarss, MARGARET, Bury 8t Edmunds. Jan 20. Northgraves, Manchester 


Eyre, FreD, Belper, Derby, Innkeeper. Dec 31. Walker, Belper 


GAMBIER, EpWARD Parry, Southsea, Colonel in Royal Engineers. Jan 1, 
Hores & Pattisson. Lincoln’s inn fields 
GLossoPp, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Maltster. Feb1. Leak & Co, Hull 


GOODRIDGE, MARGARET, Haverfordwest. Dec9. Price, Haverfordwest 
Hocxmes, | Magnalams Louisa, Lymington, Hants. Dec 23. Philpott & Co, 
KELK, Sir o- Tedworth House, Hants, Bart. Dec 31, Fladgate & Fladgate, 


Craven st, Stran 
Manor, Baer As Ann, Upminster, Essex. Jan 3i. Woollacott, Gresham House, 


soma ~ y Waiatae Tuomas, Aberford, York, Esq. Feb 1. Davidson & Co, 
p ng 


gdns 
MERCER, JAMES, Birkenhead, Gent. Dec 20. Moore & Co, Birkenhead 
ae Liab st Davip THoMAS, Whips Cross, Walthamstow, Esq. Dec 11. Gole, 
me s 
URRA | Belgrave mansions, Grosvenor gdns, General. Dec 31. 
Pield & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
JoRDAN, JOHN, Wellesbourne, Warwick, Timber Haulier. Dec 31, Slatter & Co, 
Stratford upon Avon 
artes, ; ey Eastbourne, Sussex, Lieut Colonel. Jani. Langham & Son, 
Jastbourne 
PaaxEn, eunean, Church Coppenhall, Chester, Farmer. Jani. Bygott, Sand- 
Parks, ANN, Cannington, Somerset. Jan12. Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
PaxToNn, RoBERT, Abingdon, Berks, Gent. Jani. Birch, Thame 


ioe ——- CHARLES, Chariton, Dover, Chemist. Jan 30. Sankeys & Co, 
RicBy, Faomas \ ‘AS WINSTANLEY, Blackley, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Deci7. Booth, 
RILEY, oe. } Accrington, Lancaster, Joiner. Dec 20. Haworth & Broughton, 
Rusu, CHARLES, ~ Houne, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 29. Tacon, Eye 


SEAMAN, ANN, Ipswich. Jan2i. Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 
SLATER, ELEANOR, Millom, Cumberland. Dec 28. Butler, Broughton in Furness 
pr ages, Sakee, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Esq. Feb 1. Harold Ruston, 
a 
THEOBALD a Brisbane st, Camberwell, Tailor. Dec 31. Chester, Newing- 
utts 


ton 
Tuomas, ELIZABETH, Plymouth. June 2%. Rooker & Co, Plymouth 


WALKER, MaTTrsEW WILLIAMSON, Nottingham, Tillage Merchant. Jan 138. 
Watson & Co, Nottingham 

WELLs, BENJAMIN Lams, Kingston upon Hull, Auctioneer, Febi1. Leak & Co, 

WeEstHorP, REBECCA, Woodford, Essex. Dec 30. Marsh, Fen ct, Fenchurch st 

hee me ELLEN, Burnley, Lancaster. Feb 22. Whitaker, Lancaster pl, 

pe. London Gasette.—Tuesday, Nov. 80. 

AxuurstT, JAMES, High Halden, Kent. Dec7. Mace & Sons, Tente-den 

BeprorTH, JANE, Moldgreen, Huddersfield. Jani. Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 

Carty, CAROLINE, Wigmore st. Dec27. Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 

CawLeEy, Mary, Kender st, New Cross. Deo 20. Cullen Dewy, Mark lane 

CLouGcu, GzorGE, Mirfield, Yorks, Builder. Dec 29. Wilson, Mirfield 

Dosy, IsaBELLA, Grantham, Lincoln, Jan3i. White & Son Grantham 


Du Pre, CALEDON GrorGE, Wilton pk, Buckingham, Gent. Dec 31. Young & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 
pace, WILLIAM, Abbe 4yfield rd, Rotherhithe, Potato Salesman. Dec 28, 
Purrier & Son, Circus pl. Finsbury circus 
eaeame JosEPH, Buraley, Gent. Jan 12. Hodgson, Burnley 


Harnis, Susan Many, Highbury hill, Islington. Deo 25. Bristow, Greenwich 
JouNson, GEorGE, Whitehall, Easton, Gloucester, Market Gardener. Jan 12. 


x, Bristo 
nox, ABTHUR Epwanrp, Dale pk, Sussex, Gent. Jan 1. Albery & Lucas, Mid- 


urs 
Lewis, WILLIAM THOMAS, Loughton, Essex. Jan8. Gellatly & Co, Lombard ot 
Luoyp, Jonny, Nott sq, Carmarthen, Grocer. Jan 31. Brunel White, Car 


marthen 
Luxrorp, Eu, High Halden, Kent, Farmer. Dec?. Mace & Sons, Tenterden 


—_— Gacees on LANDES, West Kirby, Chester, Gent. Deo 24. Brown & 
Alinswo D 
Moorz, J AMES, Greve hil, Warwick, Gent. Deo 81. C»lmore, Birmingham 


RossiGNon, FRANCOISE MARGUERITE, Marshall st, Golden sq. Jani. Napoleon 
Argies & Co, Gt St Helens 
RorawE Lt, Sara Evizanetu, Rochdale. Jan 2, Jacksons & Godby, Rochdale 


Russet, Isanet, Low Moorsley, Durham. Dec 18. Dixon & Oo, Sunderland 
Suanrrin, Henny, Beccles, Suffolk, Esq. Deo. Rix, Beccles 
Surru, Mantua, Great Malvern. Jan 10, Southern & Montford, Ludlow 


Waavtawonen, 8 ag Se pt Seauperee, Bury, Lancaster, Surgeon, Jan?. Jack- 
sons 


a ao i Picoxas, Rochdale, Lancaster, Surgeon, Jan 2, Jacksons & 
Wurr axe’ Mane, Mellor, Derby. Jan 1, Boardman, Manchester 








Warrgmooss, GxorGE FREDERICK, King’s Heath, Worcester, Gent. Dec 31. 


Birmi 
Wusow, EDWIy, Batey Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. Jan 9. Brearley, 








Fez, Two Gurweas, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London 
ho arrangement. The Sanitary Engineering and 
lation Oompeng, 11d, = Westmirster. Prospectus free.—[{ApDvt. 


Fosse N & Sracey’s System; N: oy 1,8, oF 8 
wn on age 8 = ‘o Deposit yearecroaiti 
wal S Weeks Tiverpoct-ah. E.C. oe apiest, EC. “Peanet 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY. 3, 1886. 
RECEIVING O 


Amon, Tuomas, Newark upon Trent, Engineer. Nottingham. Pet Nov 2. 


ARNOTT, “ ALEXAxpER, Russell rd, Holloway, Ballder. High Court. Pet Nov 2. 
ES, ARTHUR WELLINGTON, residence unknown, Bootmaker. High Court. 

Pet Nov 6. Ord Nov30 - 
Dearest, eee jun, Be!lper, Derby, Builder. Derby. Pet Nov aw. Ord 


Guangeme, ‘. Tuomas, Blackburn, Herring Ourer. Blackburn. Pet Nov 30. Ord 


Cxarxik, Gnonox, and and James Warts, Stockport, Drapers. Stockport. Pet 


me ee) Te Gan Matlocts :Wetiign Dasty, Tremmnaades Derby. Pet Deco 


CoLEMAN, Woasax FREDERICK, Loughborough, Boiler Maker. Leicester. 
Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 30 

Coouay, Wuisas Bowne, Sisher Fun, Léncein, Parmer, Boston. Pet Deo 1. 

Cowm, GeorGE, Portsmouth, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet Nov 2. Ord 

nat: = Nenmaternen nt Poole. Pet Nov 9. 

Davies, Henry Hi wats, Neweastie Emlyn, Carnerven, Maltster. Carmarthen. 
Pet Noy 29. ‘Ord Nov 

Bowe, = Treherbert, Glamorgan, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 2. Ord 

iv 
Eris, Baxsaurn Taare, Harrogate, Teacher of Music. York, Pet Nov2. Ord 
mis 7 — nae Kensworth, Hertford, Farmer. Luton. Pet Nov 30. Ord 
, JOSEPH, Bradford, Fruit Merchant. Bradford. Pet Nov %. Ord 

Fox, Wri14M, Buckley, Flint, Tailor. Chester. Pet Ncv.29. Ord Nov 2 

FREEMAN, JOHN, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Nov 23. Ord Dec 1 

GARNETT, WILLIAM, Boston Spa, Yorks, Market Gardener. York. Pet Nov 30. 


Ord Nov 30 
msaqgpen, Dante, Bowsnstic on Tyne, Pawnbroker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


N 
Ganon, P Paran, Birkenhead, Clerk to Birkenhead Guardians. Birkenhead. Pet 
ov 2. ov 2 
Dave vate, Mowpert, Men, Boctediee. Newport, Mon. Pet Nov 


Sawoasy, "nan, Fowtmn, Yate, Beni York. Pet Dect. Ord Dect 

Hanoy, Ouansae, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet Nov 29. 
ov 

Kipp, CHarRLEs Henry, Bristol, Fish Merchant. Bristol. Pet Nov 17. Ord 


Dec 1 
Mogiioees, Joun, Walsall, Beerhouse Keeper. Walsall. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


Mays 7a, Hnssnz uvannent, Gestesten, Gutieth, Matsa. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Nov 
. ov 
MrrcHe1t, Rurvs, Bradford, Butcher. Bradford. Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 2 


Morey, W1t114M L&s, Brixham, De Cord Manufacturer. East Stonehouse. 
Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 29 sigs 


MURDOCK, STEWART, Bristol, Draper. Bristol. Pet Nov 26. Ord Dec 1 
Mawron, Gayees JouN, Nottingbam, out cf business. Nottingham. Pet Dec 


Pansoxs, MARGARET, Fulham rd, Fulham, Milliner. High Gourt. Pet Nov 29. 


REgEs, J , and WILLIAM 
om. one Jaw aes Rams, Newport, Mon, Ironfounders. Newport, Mon. 


Saxe, Caeeep as FREDERICK, High st, Peckham, Draper. High Court. Pet Nov 
ov 


Satr, EDWARD TAYLEUR, Bristol, Solicitor. Bristol. Pet Nov 3. Ord Nov 2 

SImkKiss, MEsHAcH, Walsall, out of business. Walsall. Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 2 

Sra, a, Hesston Sxount, Hye, Northampton, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Dee 

Tare, Jc, Liverpol Gent, Liverpool. Pet Oct 21. Ord Nov 9 

TENNANT, HENRY GEORG Trent, Licensed Victualler. Stoke upon 
Trent. Pet Nov 18. ra Nor “ 

THORNTON, WILLIAM, . Bradford, Pet Nov 9. Ord Nov 390 


Stanaen, dean, Seca Brighton. Pet Decl, Ord Deot 


yg Newark upou Trent, Bnginees. Deo 18 ati. Of Reo, 1, High 


Romar, jute Belper, Derbyshire, Builder. Deo 10 at3. Of Reo, St 


canst tne Saanamen 1s Lanieeifa, Genin Gatecion Deo 13 at 2, @, Robertson 


st, 
CLIFTON, CHARLES, Oldbury, Baker, Deo 13 at 10,90. Oourt house, Oldbury 
CoLeMan, W. Loughborough, 

zat, TLLIAM FREDERICK, Boiler Maker. Deo 14 at 12.30, 


CowLess, Grorar, 


Bootmaker, Deo 9 at 3. Off Reo, 168, Queen 
. Saddler. Deo 20 at 11. Of 

Estate Agent. Deo 10 at 
10 at 2.9, County Court house, 


EDWAuI, Jon, , Bigmingham, Beet Reta, Deo 15 at 11, Whitehall obra, 
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EL, easvantn Trapp, Harrogate, Teacher of Music. Dec 10at3. Off Ree, 


Fvans. Exocn, Walsall, Builder. Dec 16 at 10.30. Off Rec, Walsall 


FULLER, BENJAMIN BARCHAM. Saxthorpe, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 11 at 12.30. Off 
ec, 8. King st, Norwic 
GARNETT, W1LL1AM, Boston Spa, Yorks, Market Gardener. 


Rec. aes 
ALFRED, Pann, Suffolk, General Dealer. Dec 11 at 12. Off 
Rec, & King st, Norwich 
Grecory. Bares Birkenhead, Clerk to the Guardians. Dec 10at2. Off Rec, 48, 
Grirfirus, Davip J AMeEs, wempent, Mon, Bookseller. Dec 138 at12, Off Rec, 12, 


Hamilton sq, Birkenheac 

Tredegar pl. Newport, Mo 
eo Hex ty, Towton, nr Tadcaster, ¥ Dec 14 at1. Off Rec, 
Off Rec, 1, 


10 at 2.30. Spencer 


Yorks, Farmer. 
Hanoy, 6 ART Es, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Dec 13 at 3.30. 
<- aromas, Nottingham 
Horne, DGAR WALTER, Lingfield, Surre 
Reeve, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 
Joussox, SAMUEL, jun.. Luton, Bedfordshire, ‘Straw Hat Manufacturer. Dec 11 
atli. 29, Park st West, Luton, Bedfordshire 
JONES, ROBERT, Cheetham, Manchester, Att Metal Worker. Dec 10 at 2.30. Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Krysexrt, Ricnarp, Brighton, Gent. Dec 10 at 12. Off Rec, Pavilion bdgs, 
29, Park st West, 


ton 
Lak. JAMEs, Luton, Bedfordshire, Bootmaker. Dec 10 at 11. 
Luton Bedfordshire 
Dec t1atilt. Off 
82, St George's st, 


aaa Dec 


Lo CHRISTOPHER CasTLE, Southtown, Suffolk, Carpenter. 
ec, 8, King st, Norwich 
MACKIE, JAMES BurRVILL, Dover, Pilot. Des 10 at 10. 


x 
MacNotry, Jonx, Walsall, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 15 at 11.15. Off Rec, Walsall 
Hotel, Great Yarmouth $ 4 " 
MasTERs, SaMUEL WHEATLEY, The Terrace, Farquhar rd, Upper Norwood, 
Mays. Hewry pereetos, Gorleston, Suffolk, Butcher. 
King st, Norwi 
aopons a Dee 10 at 3. Off Ree, 31, Manor row, 
ow 
Wuu1ys, Braunton, Devon, Farmer, King’s Arms 
, Wrt11aM Les, Brixham, Devon, Cord Manufacturer. Dee 10at11. Off 
18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
Dec 10 at iz30. Tabb’s Hotel, 
Redruth 
Piscort, W1111aM Henry, Victoria rd, Holloway, Builder. 
Rees, Jounx, ana WiLt1aM REEs, Ne 
, 13, Tredegar pl, Newport, 
Off Rec, 1, 8t 
Alsates, Oxf re 
Dee 10 at 11. Off Rec, 31, Manor 
10w. Bradford 
Sruxiss, Mesnacn, Walsall, out of business. 
Dec 10 at 12. 
Royal Hotel. Whitby 
Spoor. Thomas, West Hartlepool, Grocer. Dec 10 at 445. Royal Hotel, West 
Stewart, Wir111M, Eastcheap, Tea Broker. Dec 10 at 12. 
‘ort st, Lincoln’s inn 
Whitehall chmbrs, Col- 
Tuiczrss, Jous, Broughton Poggs, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Dec 13 at 11.30. Off 
Rec, 1, *t Aldates, Uxford 
Rec. 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Trarson, Joseru, Birmingham, Draper. Dec 13 at 2. Whitehall chmbrs, Col- 
Jpper Thames st, Licensed Victualler. Dec 10 at 2.30. 
34, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
—— Daxter. and ALICE JANE WEAVING, Dudley, Milliner. 


EPERACE, WiriiamM Henry, Great Yarmouth, Tailor. Dec 13 at 3, Star 
Solicitor. Dee 10 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Dec 11 at 11.30. Off Rec, 
RvFuvus, Bradford, Butcher. 
Dec 10 at 10. 
Hotel. rey le 
3 Seanaee, Illogan, Cornwall, Butcher. 
Dee 10 at 11. 83, 
y st, Lincoln’s inn 
m, Mon, Ironfounders. Deci3 at 11. Otf 
RUSSELL, JOHN, High Wycombe, Coal ‘Hievehant. Dec 15 at 11.30. 
SEentok, Sam, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Dec 15 at 12. Off Rec, Walsall 
SRaLLwoop, Witiim, Whitby, Yorks, Fishing Boat Owner. 
evool 
Bankruptcy bldge, 
Srowz, Wi111aM, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 14 at 11. 
more row, Birmiogham 
TitsR00cK, WirLiAM. Shudy Camps, Cambridgeshire, Farmer. Dec 16 at 12. Off 
more row, Birmingham 

Urrispe1t, WILLIAM, 

Dec 16 at 10,30. 


dl-y 
WESLEY, GroncE Nottingham, Shirtmaker. Dec 11 at 11. Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atm. W214, Birmingham, Confectioner. Birmingham, Pet Nov 2%. Ord 
Nov 7 
ARsort, ALEXANDER, Russell rd, Holloway, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 29. 


Ord Dec 1 
os Bexsr, Asenby, Yorks. Farmer. Northallerton. Pet Oct 2%. Ord 


err Jars, Coverdale rd, Uxbridge rd, Gent. High Court. Pet Oct 22. 
Bravier, Rorenrt, jan., Belper, Derbyshire, Builder. Derby. Pet Nov27. Ord 
per put. High Holborn, Confectioner. High Court. Pet Nov 25. 
one. Tuomas, Blackburn, Herring Curer. Blackburn. Pet Nov 30, Ord 
Derby. Pet 


iov ®) 
Cxar,., JOSEF = px 18, Matlock bridge, Derbyshire, Lronmonger. 
Dect. Ord Dect 


CoLzMas, S41. a Loughborough, Boiler Maker. Leicester. Pet 
Novae. Ord Nov» 

Cootey, Wititsam Epwarp, Bicker Fen, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet 
Dect. Ord Dect 

Evurspsos, THouss, Blackbarn, Catrier. Blackburn. 


Bownees, Suess, Treberbert, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 
2. Ord we 
Eri. — Treafr, Harrogate, Teacher of Music. York. Pet Nov 2. 
F 
Peagstry. Joerrn, Bradford, Fruit Merchant. Bradford. Pet Nov %. Ord 
ei 
Vou, Witttam, Backicy, Flintshire, Tailor. Chester. Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 29 
= Wrrt14m, Boston Spa, Yorks, Gardener. York, $Pet Novi#, Ord 
aw 
, ALPERD. Lowestoft, Suffolk, General Dealer. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Now %, rasa 
Haeowrn, Groncr Fees ary, Stockton on Tees, Licensed Victualler. Stockton 


on Tees and Mitdiesbrro. Pet Junes, Ord Nov ® 
Hazvy ,, CaamEme, N Atingham, Lacemaker. Nottinghem. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


Bowens, Tom. and Wyissas Horenover, Chesterfield, Derbyshire, Boot 


Pet Nov %. Ord Nov & 
JOnTus, Bax w., fan, Latch, Straw Hat Maker. Lates. Pet Nov 27, Ord 
PotD 


Pet Nov %. Ord Nov 30 


Dec 10 at 12, Off ; 





J ACOBOW. re FABIAN, Milner sq, Islington, Diamond Merchant. 
Pet Oct 22, Ord Nov 

J am, Topenr, Cheetham, Mandheutet, Art Metal Worker. 

ov 

Lowe. CHRISTOPHER CASTLE, Southtown, Suffolk, Carpenter. 
Pet Nov 19. Ord Nov 29 

Massotr, Tuomas Capps, address unknown, Innkeeper. 
Nov 23. Ord Dec1 

MACNOLTY, JOHN, Walsall, Beerhouse Keeper. Walsall. Pet Nov 29. Ord Dec4 

MITCHELL, RuFvs, Bradford, Butcher. Braiford. Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 29 


Mrrcuste., , WILLIAM, Braunton, Devon, Farmer. Barnstaple. Pet Nov 36. Org 
Morey, Wir11amM LEE, Brixham, Devon, Cordmaker. East Stonehouse. Pet 


Nov 29. Ord Dect 
NEWCOME, FREDERICK NATHANIEL, Brunswick sq. High Court. Pet July 2%, 


Ord Nov 29 
PHILLIPS, CHARLES, Illogan, Cornwall, Butcher. Truro. Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 99 


READ, ROBERT, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Novi¢, Ord Nov 30 
REEs, vA ony. and WILLIAM uae, Newport, Mon, Ironfounders. Newport, Mon, 
t 


ov 26. Ord Nov 
Ropes ABEL, Mossley, yr ewe Erofeacce of Music. Ashton under Lyne 
et Nov 15. Ord N 


and Stalybridge. 

Rovse, JoHN Morris, and EDWARD Cnany Stamford, Lincoln, Builders, 
Peterborough. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 29 

Rutmton, ee Rawtenstall, Laweneiver Draper. Blackburn. Pet Nov 16, 
r ec 1 

Scott, THomAs Jonn, Torq iay, Innkeeper. Exeter. Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 30 

Surxiss, MEsHacn, Walsall, out of business. Walsall. Pet Nov 29. Ord Dec1 


SmaLtwoop, Wr11amM, Whitby, Fishin ang Pe a Owner. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Nov 24. 

SNELL. Sa, Plymouth, Draper. East Stonehonse. Pet Nov 13. Ord 

St GxoncE, 2 Seve Frencu, Chancery lane, Electrician, High Court. Pet Sept 
1. Or ov 29 

TaxtOx, JOHN, address unknown, Farmer. Pet Nov 1. Ord 
ac 1 

amas JOHN, Broughton Poggis, Oxford, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Novié. Ord 

29 

THORNTON, WILLIAM, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Nov 30. Ord Nov 30 

UNDERWOOD, JouN, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Sept 30. Ord Nov 30 

WoopwWAkD, HAROLD, Margate, Cook. Canterbury: Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 30 

WYLD, Basu LzGGE, Bristol, Hotel mutes Bristol. Pet Nov 15. Ord Dec1 

—TUESDAY, Dec, 7. 


London 
RECRIVING ORDERS 
ALIDRED, ABRAHAM, Maples, Cheshire, Timber Merchant. 


Scarborough. 


Chester. Pet Dec 2, 


ANDERTON, JOmm, Derby, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Derby. Pet Dec 2, 


ec 3 
BARTLETT, James Murray, Folkestone, Boarding House Keeper, Canterbury, 


Bopxin, SAMUEL, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler, Maidstone. Pet Decs, Ord 
Broken, Husny, Beckenham, Kent, Carman. Croydon. Pet Nov 18. Ord 
Bu nent ee LLEWELLYN, Cardiff, Builder. Cardiff. Pet Dec 3. Ord 
Bu me Wit, Chesterfield, Derby, Glass Dealer. Chesterfield. Pet Dec 3, 
Cuan Jose Speldhurst, Kent, Plumber. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Dec 4. Ord 


c4 
CLayror, Joun Hatt, Barton upon Humber, Lincoln, Draper. Gt Grimsby. 
Pet Dec 3. Ord Dec 3 
EDWARDS, JOHN, Swansea, Innkeeper. Swansea. Pet Dec3. Ord Dec3 
EpWARDES, WILLIAM MINCHIN, Darfield. nr Barnsley, Yorks, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Barnsley. Pet Dec 3. Ord Dec 3 
Bray, Fppeas, fan, Balby, nr Doncaster, Contractor. Sheffield. Pet Nov 16, 
ec 2 
Gisss, THOMAS JAMES, and ALFRED IMBER, North hill, Highgate, Builders. High 
Court. Pet Oct 15. Ord Deci 
tna, wr ABAD, Eastoourne, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Dec2. Ord 
Ord Dec 2 


oun , Windsor, Coachbuilder. Windsor. Pet Dec 2. 


Gnorp, | Wi114M Porter, Nottingham, Tailor. Nottingham. Pet Dec 3. Ord 

HAYwankp, JAMES THOMAS, Victoria rd, Surbiton, Carver. Kingston, Surrey, 
Pet Nov 19. Ord Novy 19 

Muaige, JamEs, Tewkesbury, out of business. Cheltenham. Pet lec 8. Ord 


8 
Henox, ‘THomas, ae upon Medlock, Manchester, Draper. Manchester, 
et Vv 18 1 
Hurt, © YHARLES hf LLIAM, Birmingham, Watchmaker. Birmingham. Pet Noy 


23. Ord 
ier Joun THoMAS, Stratford, Essex, Clothier. High Court. Pet Dec3, 
rd 3 
aaher Kospert CoLEMAN, Wareham, Dorset, Solicitor. Poole. Pet Nov 2, 
Or ec f 
Ermey. Jous, Kessingland, Suffolk, Sailmaker. Great Yarmouth. Pet Dec 3, 
ec 3 
Lascaass, SamvUEL, Spaxton, Somerset, Baker. Bridgwater. Pet Dec3. Ord 
Masusenow, W1111am, Horsmonden, Kent, Builder, Tunbridge Wells. Pet 
Oct 20, Ord Dec 2 
anes, wes: Harnisson, Folkestone, Fish Sales an, Canterbury. Pet Dee 


Mruaitxarox, Joun, Stoke Newington rd, Draper. High Court. PetDect, Ord 


2 
Mom, menesase Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Builder. Stafford. Pet Dec4. Ord 
Ney, Te. Frepericn, Westfield, Sussex, Farmer, Hastings. Pet Dee 1, 
Jec 2 
Nurmay, Guonor Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth, Twinespinner. Gt Yarmouth, Pet 
Dec 4. Ord Dec 4 
Parmer, Geonoe Wit1i1aAmM Ricnanp, Monachorum, Devon, Builder, East 
Stonehouse, Pet Dec%. Ord Dec 8 
Parken, Gnonor, Shepherdswell, Kent, hermet. Oanterbury. Pet Dec 3, Ord 


Dec 4 
Pv, Maxver, Vanier, ( Crystal Palace rd, East Dulwich, Clerk. High Court, 


Or 22 
Ricuanpsos, Tuomas Rowen, Chariton, Kent, Solicitor. High Court, Pet Nov 
Rosamsos, V Winns, Ro Rothbusy, Northumberland, Farmer. Newcastle on Tyne, 


4. Ord Dec 4 
Rovwav, RarmMonp, Plymouth, Boot Dealer. East Stonchouse, Pet Deo 2 
Ord Deo 2 


High Court, © 
Manchester. Pet 
Gt Yarmouth, 
High Court. Pet 
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c 2 
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Yec 8. Ord 
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SHEW. JAMES vue. Seer rd, Surrey, Picture Frame Maker. High Court. 
Dect r 
hi JOHN, ig yee I W, Hotel Proprietor. Newport and Ryde. 
Pet Nov 18. r 
ii DE NTS, Sheffield, Butcher. Sheffield. Pet Nov 16. Ord Dec 2 


suiru, ATKIN, St Ge orge’s st E, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 18. Ord Dec? 
exiTH, Hasxett, Anwick, Lincolnshize, Clerk in Holy Orders. Boston. Pet Dec 


Ord Vee 2 
grarrER, _ Tnoxas, Egremont, Cheshire, Ironmonger. Liverpool. Pet Dec 2. 
Ord -, 
TAPLEY, SAMUEL, Audlem, Cheshire, Thrashing Machine Owner, Nantwich and 
Crewe, Pet Dec?. Ord Dec 
THISELTON, EDWARD J —_ Ervese Hereford, Umbrella Maker. Hereford. Pet 


Dec 2. Ord Dee 

THOMAS, LEVI, Fishguard, Pembrokeshire, Innkeeper. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
Dec 4. Ord Dec4 

THOMPSON, Joun THOMAS, Barnsley, out of business. Barnsley. Pet Dec 3. Ord 
Dec 3 

WEIGHTMAN, Jaane, Calverton, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet 
Nov 17. rd Dec 2 

Waite, JANE, Tonbridge Wells, Boarding House Keeper. Tonbridge Wells. 
Pet Dec 3. Ord Dec 3 

Wuitse, THomas, Buckingham, Grocer. Banbury. Pet Dec3. Ord Dec3 

Warum, Manegame, Po Pentlottyn, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Merthy Tydfil. 
Pet Dec 4 r 
The following oinendad notice is substituted + that published in the 


London Gazette of Dee. 
MurpocnH, STEWART, Bristol, Draper. Bristol. a or Nov 26. Ord Dec 1 
RECBIVING ORDER_RESCINDED 
Fenton, WILLIAM Carr, Upper George st, Bryanston eq, Clerk, High Court. 
Rec Ord Oct 27. Rese Dec 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ApBorT, THOMAS, Clarence st, Kingston, Glass Dealer. Dec 16 at12. 28 and 29, 
st Swithin’s lane 
ANDERTON, JOHN. Derby, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Dec 17 at 3. Off Rec 
St James's chbrs, Ye rby : 
APpPLEYARD, EpMUND Joun, Little Pulteney st, Draper. Dec 16 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ARKER, HENRY, Asenby, Yorks, eaempe. Dec 17 at 1.30. Strickland’s Depot 
Hotel, Thirsk Junction, Thirsk 
Strickland’s Depot 


BAYFORD, ALFRED, Westwick, _— Farmer. Dec 17 at 1. 


Hotel, Thirsk Junction, Thirs 

BLAKER, GEORGE FRANCIS, Dorking. Confectioner. Dec 16 at 8. 109, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

BopkKIN, SAMUEL, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler. Dec 17 at 8. Off Rec, Week 
st, dstone 


CuapgvEn, THO THoMAS, Blackburn, Herring Curer, Dec 14 at 2.30. Gounty Court, 


CHIBK, CHARLES, and GEORGE THomMas Paps, Melbourne grove, East Dulwich, 
Builders. Dec 15at12,. 33, Carey st, Lincoin’sinn 
CLAY, JOSEPH FRANCIS, Matlock’ Bridge, Derby shire, Ironmonger. Dec 165 at 2. 
Off Reo, St James's chbrs, Derby 
CRONIN, JOHN JOSEPH, Penzance, Boot Maker, Dec 14 at 11.80, Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Bristol 
CUE, oe TAYLOR, addrees unknown, Draper. Dec 14 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
inecolu’s inn 
Curtis, WILLIAM Homer Cow Ley, Poole, Dorset, Builder. Dec 16 at 12,15. Lon- 
don Hotel, Poole 
DAVIES, HENRY Hows11, Newcastle Emlyn, Carnarvon, Maltster. Dec 14 at 12. 
Salutation Hotel, Newcastle Kmiyn 
Epwarps, JoHN, Morriston, nr Swansea, Innkeeper. Deo 16 at 11. Off Ree, 6, 
Rutland st, Swansea 
wewaane, Tuomas, Trehe rbert, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Dec 15 at 12. Off Rec, 
Merthyr Ty¢ 
am, hog , <ensworth, Herts, Farmer. Dec 14 at 11. 29, Park st West, 
uton, 8 
Evans, GEokG# WILLIAM, Beresford st, Walworth, Timber Merchant. Dec 15 
ati2, Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’ 8 inn 
FEARNLEY, JosepH, Bradford, Fruit Merchant. Deo 15 at 11, Off Rec, 31, 


Manor row, Bradford 
Fox, meee, Buckley, Flintshire, Tailor. Dec 16atil. Oif Rec, Crypt chbra, 
Jhester 
GLassTONE, Davin, Newcastle on Tyne, Pawnbroker, Desiéat2, Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
GoppoLp, Henry WILLIAM, Leytonstone, Essex, Draper. Dec 16 at 2.80. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portuxal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Hanrorr, Sir JOHN WILLIAM Crapooxk, Bart, Bournemouth. Dec 16 at 12. Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Fortugal ¢ st, Lincoin’s inn 


HAYWaAkp, "suns THOMAS, Victoria rd, Surbiton, Carver. Dec 16 at 11, 28 and 

29, St Swithin’s lane 

HEALEY, ae Tewkesbury, out of business. Dec 16 at 4,30, Bell Hotel, 

HUNTLEY, HERBERT James, Shirland rd, Paddington, Printer. Deo 14 at 19. 
Bankruptey bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Kipp, Ke - tNRY, Bristol, vish Merchant. Dec 15 at 12. Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Bristo 

LARCOMBE, SAMUEL, Spaxton, Somerset, Baker, Deo 16 at 11. Bristol Arms 
Hotel, B: idgwater 

a val Brewaxt, Bristol, Draper. Dec 15 at 12.30. Off Reo, Bank chbra, 

risto 

Newton, Grorce Jonny, Nottingham, out of business. Deoidatii. Off Reo, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

Palmer, Groroe WILLIAM KicHarp, Buckland Monachorum, Devon, Builder, 
Dec 16 at 8, 18 Kravkfort st, Piymouth 

Panxer, Davin, Rothe: field, uses. prooee: Dec 14 at 2.30, Spencer & Reeves, 
Mount p'easant, Tunbri ge 

Prrers, WILLIAM HENkKY, Cheadar, “Bomerset, Coal Merchant, Deo 15 ati. Off 
Reo, Bavk chbrs, Bristol 

PowrEk, GEORGE CLEMENT, Aston juxta Birmingham, Corn Factor, Deo 16 at 11, 
Luke Jessou Sharp, Birming 

Ravusss, khang = Bethnel Green rd, Greengrocer, Deo 14 at 12. 83, Carey st, 
Ancol 8s inn 

Repsuaw, Cuasias, Leeds, Coal Leader, Deo 15 att, Off Reo, 22, Park row, 
20C 

REYNOLDS, » HEneuer, Colchester, Dealer. Deo 18 at 10.80, Town hall, Colchester 

Roninson, WiLL1AM, Rothbury, Northumberland, Farmer, Deo 16 0990, Off 
Reo, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

way, BAyBOmD, Plymouth, Boot Dealer, Deo 16 at 11, 18, Frankfort st, 
Iymuu 

Bart, Ebwany TAYLEUR, Bristol, Solicitor, Dee 20 at3. Off Reo, Bank chbra, 
ristol 

MPsON, JOMN, jun, Bembrid fale Ned Wight, Hotel Proprietor, Dee 16 at 12, 

Ott Keo, Newport, ong? Wig 

Suyrn, Haske, Livcotphire Clerk in Holy Orders, Deo 18 at 12 


nwivk, 


Centaal sale Kooms, Bank st, Linouln 


Suir, HEKMON BIDNAKY, Northamptonshire, Farmer, Deo id at P Coun’ 
Court, Peterborough ’ , _— v 





Smiru, 1 ,y RE, Ot Sohare 26, Memten, Son Matas, Deo 15 at 2.30, 33, Carey at, 


srurrgn, Tukas, Reremont, Cheshire, Tronmonger. Deo 17 at 8. Off Reo, 35, 
ria 8 
STYL#s, JOHN, Chiduingly, saellie Dustieth, eleanins Dee 15 at 1%. Star Hotel, Lewes 


TaskKER, James, Liverpool, Gent. Dec 20 at 3, Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Tewnant. Huse Guoner, Stoke upon Trent, Licensed Victualler. Dee 16 at 
0, . 
- iiik, beoalert, Gres i4.at it. Off Reo, 31, Manor row, 


Se Bradford, Grocer. 
TYLER, RopERT Emeric, Caroline st, Bedford sq, Afchitect. Deo 14 at 2.80. 33, 
Waxoen Jom, Worthing, Wheelwright. Deo 14 at 12. Off Rec, Pavilion bldgs, 
Wasi? 0.6 On Santen Wee Merchants. Dee 16 at 2.90, 98, Carey 
Wrasp, Aueveess, Benet pl, Gracechurch st. Dec 15 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axsorz, Tuomas, Castase 60, Miaguted, Glass Dealer, Kingston, Surrey, Pet 
Axsapres, Jone, Derby, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Derby. Pet Dee 2. 
BALLARD, aye, eee Surrey, Draper. Guildford and Godal- 


min, 
pan ALFRED, romped Yorks, Farmer. Northallerton. Pet Nov 23. Ord 


Borrine ford snd Sodan.” Pe Satouth, Surrey, Farmers. 
nag niet Okt. 7. 
Butxocg, J Agent. Nottingham. 
Pet ns 18, Lomas, Pilioner 
Buxton, WILLIAM, Chesterfield, Derby, Glass Dealer. Chesterfield. Pet Dec 3. 


CraPnast, THOMAS, am d Exaca CLAPHAM, Scarborough, Lodging house Keepers, 
Scarborough. “Pet Nov ie. Ord Dec 2 
Cuavens, sae Haut, Barton upon Humber, Draper. Gt Grimsby. Pet Dec 3, 
eek Now Ord Se, at Gannaeey SN Newport and Ryde. Pet 
Cumines, JoHN CHARLES, Mold, Flintshire, Grocer. Chester. Pet Nov 12. Ord 
Dawsos, Hunn , Mansfield, Nottingham, Saddler. Nottingham. Pet Nov 2%. 
Dx Hocutstaassen, Hexny, Upper Station rd, Finchley, Clerk. Barnet. Pet Oct 
tee, ~ | vapenpphasnny aun gr oT Brentford. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
om, we ILLIAM JamMEs, Newport, Isle of Wight, Coachmaker. Newport and 


Pet Nov 22. Ord N. 
Eapy, iy Liverpoct, Boot Se . Liverpool. Pet Nova. Ord Dec? 


Es Ey ey | jun, Balby, nr Doncaster, Contractor. Sheffi-id. Pet Nov 16. 


Fuexuar, Jouz, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Nov 23. Ord Deo 3 
Qipns, W1L114M, Eastbourne, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Deci?. Ord 
Hasse, Guenan, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Leicester. PetNov2s. Ord 
Husxpre, Fas Henry, Preston, Provision Dealer. Preston. Pet Nov 12. 
a we Waretn, Lingfield, Surrey, Farmer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet 
nee er ~ 5 >< Rome Birmingham, Watchmaker. Birmingham. Pet Nov 
Hvurcntxs, JonN JHOMAS, Stratford, Clothier. High Court. Pet Deo 8. Ord 


Knott, WILLIE James, Colchester, Grocer. Colchester. Pet Nov8& Ord Deo 
JAMES, Luton, Bedfordshire, Boot Maker. Luton. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


LavEXDEs. Epwanp, Manor st, Clapham, Builder. High Court. Pet Sept 16. 
MANN. ORE, Syuatweet, Benen, Nurseryman. Chelmsford. Pet Nov % Ord 
Marsh, W1tt1aM Harrisson, Folkstone, Fish Salesman. Canterbury. Pet Deo 


4. Ord Deo4 
Masters, SaMUEL WHEa«’ Farquhar rd, Upper Norwood, Solicitor. High 


TLEY, 
Court. Pet Aug 27. Dec3 
Matruews, Samvet, Bristol, Private in Army. - High Court. Pet Nov ta. Ord 


2 
Moss, W1iLL1aM THomas, Stafford, Builder. Stafford. Pet Dec’ Oni Deod 
Mvapoca, Srewaat, Bristol, Draper. Bristol. Pet Nov'?6. Oni Deo 3 
Rawise : Mazrunw, Dagenham, Benth, dptionsen, Chelmsford. Pet Nov 9. 
rc 
Ney, ple Famnenet, Westfield, Sussex, Farmer. Hastings. Pet Deo 1. 
PaLMER, Grorcs Witt1am Ricnarp, Buckland Monachoram, Devon, Builder. 
AUMast Stonehouse. Pet Dee & Usd Dee 4 
Panxye. Gaonee, Ghapherdewen, Farmer. Oanterbury. Pet Deo 3. Oni 
oc 
P KRENBZER TaYLor, Lincoln st, Mile end rd, Commercial Clerk. High 
oS Pet Nov 25. oes oe 
_ Ah, pet Nov 16. urd Dee’ 
Roninson, W p Seem, Eee: bury, Northumberland, Farmer. avincits itll 
Ropway, SATION, FIPS Hanh eaten Bast Stonchouse. Pet Deo. Ord 


RowLaxp, War3saet, Gherbete, Bagincer, Yeovil, Pet Oct 22. Ord Nowa 
Runes, FOuR, Migh Wyenssbe, Coal arenees, Aylesbury. Pot Nov. Ord 
Skrkn, Dewnts, Sheffield, Butcher, Sheffield. Pot Nov 16. Ord Deo 3 
Gurr, Hasxert, Anwick, Léscetachire Clack te Hety Orders, Seaton. Pet Dee 


SurtH, HEawon , Eye, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Peterborough, Pet 
SMirn, some, Bxocw' Sarma, and Twoxas Short Heath, Staffordshire, 
eee Leaky 3S earch, Seeman. Brighton. Pet Nov é. 


saat ee Row ah Ord 
meet tons Punen Boarborough. Pet Now 2. 


Swat 
ome ilk: geren Bi cen ‘Treat, Licensed Victualler, Stoke wpon 


sal 
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THIsEtToN, Epwarp Joun Inwoop, Hereford, Umbrella Maker. 
Pembroke Dock. Pet Dec 4. 


Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec? 
Tuomas, Levi, Fishguard, Pembroke, Innkeeper. 
Ord Dee 4 


TREGALE, RIcHARD Pappon, Torquay, Household Dealer. Exeter. 


Ord Dee 4 


Wana, F FREDERICK, Forsham, Surrey, Gent. Guildford and Godalming. Pet 


Ord Dec 
Wa, ROBERT Dunnase, Rainham, Kent, Farmer. 


2 
Wangs, GEORGE, Nottingham. Shirtmaker. 


Nottingham. Pet Nov 27. Ord 


8 
Waite, Tuomas, Buckingham, Grocer. Banbury. Pet Dec3. Ord Dec 3 


Wutiamson, HuGH WILLIAM, and WILLIAM SHEPHERD WILLIAMSON. Congleton, 
yp Coal Masters. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet Nov 9. 
2 


Hereford. | 
Pet Nov 6. 


at 55, 
Rochester. Pet Nov 11. 


Ord 


BIRTHS, MARSA. AND DEATHS. 


Browne.—Dec. 7. at 45. Argyll-road, Kensington, the wife of William Mona 
Browne. barrister-at-law, of a son. 


= +4 E. Disney, solicitor, of a 


ae Sandymount, Dublin, the wifs “4 
Bedf ord-gandens, Kensington, the wife of Ge 


a oe — oh, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGE. 


TADMAN—MoRsE.—Dec. 7, at the church of St. Augustine, Kilburn, Edwig 
Tadman, of Gray’s-inn, solicitor, to Helen M. Morse, of Camberwell. 


DEATH. : 
Dyvt—Dee. 5, ot 11, Pavilion-square, Scarborough, Alfred Davy, solicitor, 
age . 











SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 
Dec. 13.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at Ilford, at 6 for 7 p.m., Freehold Building 


Plots (see advertisement, Nov. 27, p. 4). 


Dec. 14.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & DamneuW ATER, at the Mart, 


at 2 p.m., Life Interest (see advertisement, Nov. 20, p 
Dec. 15.—M 


Estate (see advertisement, Nov. 13, p. 4). 


Dec. 16.—Messrs. GLASIER & Sons, at .! Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Ground- 


Rents (see advertisement, this week, p. 4 
Dec. 17.—Messrs. BAKER & SONS, at 2 p.m., "Leasehold 
ment, this week, p. 4). 


essrs. Hopson, RicHarps, & Co., at the Psext, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal ” must 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 2 








Property (see advertise- ws 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality | 


with the excess of fat extracted. 

The ee 
fectly digest 

Supper, ry invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica! Press. 


ronounce it “* the most nutritious, per- 


Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 


all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 

times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 

with starch, &c., and Im BEALITY CuEAPER than such 

Mixtures. 

Made instanianeo.isly with . 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatima a La Vanitizis the most delicate, digestible, 


cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | 


richer chocolate is prohibited, 


{nu tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers, 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwarrzzr £ Co.,10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 


get hg YORK.—TOWN CLERKSGIP. 
—The Corporation of York invite a: pOastions 
for the office of Town Clerk of that city. Phe gentle- 
man selected must be a duly 
will be required to devote the whole of his time to 
the duties of his office and not to engage in private 
—,% In addition to the ordinary duties of a 
‘own Clerk he will also have to act as Clerk to the 
Urban Sani Authority, the Ouse Navigation 
Committee, an 
£500 perannum. The corporation will provide 
offices and the requisite staff of clerks for the de- 
partment.— Applications in writing, stating age, 
qualifications, and references, with testmonials (not 
exceeding six) to be sent in not later than 12 o’clock 
at noon on Monday, the 20th 
addressed “ rey fd CLERK’s DEPA&TMENT COMMITTEE,” 
Town Clerk’s Office, York. 
York, 8th December, 1836. 








I’ you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
» personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 





Vacancy for an intelligent Youth in an 
Bin Pe pace ne = firm Patho > d Auctioneers ; 
tunities; p um and good references 
vequired.— ddress, Messrs. PUTTICK & SIMPson, 47, 
Lewester-square, W.c. 


Mrs. AGNES KER, late of 6, Astwood-road, South 


«nsington mn, 

O SOLICITUKS ‘and Uthers. — Any 
Solicitor who has prepared, or any person who 
can give avy information r the Wili of the 
fo peta ag Cay i poate to communicate 

once essrs. LL & Cock 
41 and 42, Tooley-street, Southwark. ee 
ace HALLETY'S PEDIGREE 
C ALS, Free to any Railway Station in 
Great Britain.—HALLET?’s PEDIGREE SEED Compaxy, 
a Peiakgos. Telegraphic Address, “ Pedi- 





Tawi PRAYER UNION.—It is 
dto —~ apother Social and Religious 

de ag m, Thursday’ Even Solicitors, -— 

16th, 166. Mr J. A. ome in the’ = 


to attend or eal protein, ott 


requested to apply to Mr. H. ©. Nise Lick 


ie beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | 


tiling water, a teaspoonful! | 


qualified solicitor, and | 


the School ‘Attendance Committee. | 


the chair. An er | 
or their clerks, who | 


| EDE AND SON, 
ROBE he 4 + MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of Lenten, Oe. 


| ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS | 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| _ 94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 





AVENDISH COLLEGE, 


PRESIDENT : 
HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE, E.G. | 


The Object of this College is to enable Students at | 


the earliest penemeeiie 
to take the University 
Medicine. 


e, and at a moderate cost, 
in , Law, or 


Students are admitted at 16, and a Degree may be 


taken at 19. 

The College Gases for Lodging 
an Extra Term in the Long Vaca‘ 
necessary expenses of tuition for the B.A. Degree, 
e £84 per annum. 

For further information may to the WARDEN, 


and Board (with 


mber instant, | Cavendish College, Cambri 





CHORNE COLLEGE, near Winslow.— 


A Chureh School for One Hundred Sons of | 


Clergymen, Army and Rav Men, Lawyers, and the 

like. Masters mostly Universit; en. Thirt 
ineas per re entrance fee, five guineas.—Ad- 
ss, Rev. Dr. JAMES. 


AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOOIETY, 
Fizet Street, LONDON. Seomemcuee 1823. 

Assets on #ist December, 1885... ean 
Income for the Year 1885 
Amount paid in claims to 3ist ‘Dec., "1885 ; 
Reversionary Bonus allotted for the five 

years ending 3ist Dec., 1884 o 
Reperionany Er? hitherto allotted ° 





.. £6,889,937 
xpenses 0 ment, including Commis- 

sion, - about 44 +... cent. of the Income. 
e limits of free travel and residence have been 
sgely extended, and rates of extra premium 


reduc uced, 
granted on ro gf of Re Life 
r 


Loans 
Interests, Reversions, and 


| Rates, as well as on other -#.. 


Life yoy and Reversions are hwo no 
— paid immediately on pret ¢ of death and 

Commission hoves to Solicitors and bg on 
Assurances effected their in’ uctio: 

es — ‘Form of Proposal sent on applica. | 


| tion to the Act 





L°™ DON ASSURANOE CORPORATION, 


Reabitshed » 
~ 


7, Royal Charter, A.D. 1720. 
No. 7, x 


CHANGE, and 
a, AMALE MALL 

Life Assurances have been 
Corporation for more than a century 


“Funds in hand exceed £,8,400,000, 


ict is os 
gran 
anda 


Cambridge. 


on), including all | 


*, £14,536,593 | 
£690,946 | 


and a County | 


UNTEARABLE LETT 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) ' 

1000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d.; 500 Leaf Be 
3s. 6d. English made. ; 

THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK Our 


WODDERSPOON & CO, 
‘7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL 8 ; 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MQ 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Oapital £2,000,000, fully subscribed. 
£200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000, 
The Company’s loans are limited to to first-class 
The Debenture issue is limit 








Home Dreecrors. 
a, aE eee. Esq. Sir Wir11aM T. 


THOS. * RUSSELL, 
sir’ Epwarp W. 


RAHAM, Esq. 
| Pixos NEBR LaRKWORTEHY, 
Anrnun M. MritTcHison, 
E FORD, K.C.M.G, 


Sq. 
| Chairman of Colonial Board— 
| The Hon. » * FREDE. WHITAKER, K.0.M.G., } 
te Premier of New Zealand. % 
The RFE 32 are issuing Terminable Debeni 
g interest at 4 per cent. for three ye 

| 44 per Sat. for five years and upwards. Interest& 
| yearly by Coupons. 


A. M. MITCHISON, ballet Eondoarle 
Leadenhail-buildings, Leadenhall-st., . 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE ING 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
| The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kinga 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance 
ness. ‘ 


Chis/ Office 
| 216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, Ww 0. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amo 
£1,900,000 sterling. te . 
of the Midd 


Chairman—JaMmEs CUDDON, Esq. 
Temple Barrister-at-Law. 
sty SI en rime HARLES PEMBERTON, Esq, (I 
A new my Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-f 
The Directors invite attention to the New Fo 
Life Policy, which is free trom all conditions, 
Policies of Insurance granted against the ce 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 
The Company ADVANCES Money on Mo age 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolu 
| contingent. 
| The Company also purchases Reversions. 
} Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ 
Ann Balance Sheet, and every informa’ 
| post-free on application to 


FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Sec 


| ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMP. 
Established 1836, 4 
Lompom; 1, Moorgate-street, E.O, AsERpEEH! @ 
nion-terrace, 
INOOME & FUNDS (1885) :— 








191,000 * 








